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EEVIEW OF FINALITY CLAUSES IN 
GOVERNMENT CONTRACTS 

THXTBSDAY, JUIiY 30,  1953 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
SuBCOJiMrrrEE No. 1 or THE COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY. 

Washington, D. C. 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a. m., in room 346, 

Old  House  Office  Building,  Hon.  Louis  E.   Graliam,  chairman, 
presiding. 

Present:  Messrs.  Graham,  Hillings,  Walter,  Celler,  and  Miss 
Thompson. 

Also present: Mr. William Foley, committee counsel. 
The bills scheduled for hearings, H. R. 1839, H. R. 3634, and S. 24, 

are as follows: 
[H. R. 1830, 83d Cong., 1st sess.] 

A BILL To permit reviews of decisions of Government contracting officers involving ques- 
tions of fact arising under Oovernment contracts in cases otlier than tliose In wnich 
fraud is alleged, and for other purposes 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled. That no provision of any contract entered 
into by the United States, relating to the finality or conclusiveness, in a dispute 
involving a question arising under such contract, of any decision of an admin- 
istrative official, representative, or board, shall be pleaded as limiting judicial 
review of any such decision to cases in which fraud by such official, represen- 
tative, or board is alleged; and any such provision shall be void with respect to 
any such decision which the General Accounting Office or a court, having 
jurisdiction, finds fraudulent, grossly erroneous, so mistaken as necessarily to 
imply bad faith, or not supported by reliable, probative, and substantial evidence. 

SEC. 2. No Government contract shall contain a provision making final on a 
question of law the decision of an administrative official, representative, or 
board. 

[H. R. 3634, 83d Cong., Ist Bess.] 

A BILL To amend title 28 of the 0nited States Code so as to provide for a limited 
Judicial review of decisions of Federal officers under "flnallty clauses" in Government 
contracts 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United. States 
in Conjrress assembled, That chapter 91 of title 28 of the United States Code 
is amended by adding at the end thereof tlie following new section : 

"§ 1506.   Review of decisions under 'finality clauses' in Government contracts 

"In any case in the Court of Claims or in any District court which is founded 
upon an express contract with the United States containing a provision pur- 
porting to make the decision of a Federal officer final and conclusive with 
respect to any dispute involving a question of fact arising under the contract, 
the court shall nevertheless decide the case without regard to any such decision 
whicli it finds was founded on fraud, or Involved such gross mistake as neces- 
sarily implied bad faith, or was arbitrary or capricious. 

1 



2 REVIEW OF FINALITY CLAUSES IN GOVERNMENT CONTRACTS 

"This section shall not apply with respect to any such decision which became 
final more than one year before the date of enactment of this section." 

SEC. 2. The analysis of chapter !»1 of title 28 of the I'nited States Code is 
amended by addinp; at the end thereof the following: 
"1506.   Review of decisions under "finality clauses' in Government contracts." 

[S. 24, 83d Cong., 1st sess.] 
AN ACT To permit review of (leclRloiiB of Government contracting officers involving ques- 

tions of fact arising tinder Government contracts in cases other than those In which 
fraud Is alleged, and for other purposes 

Be it enacted hy the Senate and Hnnnc of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Confiress assembled. That no provision of any contract 
entered into by the United States, relating to the finality or conclusiveness, in 
a dispute involving a question arising under such contract, of any decision of 
an adniini.strative official, representative, or Iraard, shall l>e pleaded as limiting 
jtidlcial review of any such decision to cases in which fraud l)y such offlcial, 
representative, or l)oard is alleged; and any such provision shall lie void with 
respect to any such decision which the General Accoiuiting Office or a court, 
having jurisdictiim. finds fraudulent, grossly erroneous, so mistaken as neces- 
sarily to imply bad faith, or not supported by relial)le, probative, and substantial 
evidence. 

Sec. 2. No Government contract shall contain a provision making final on 
a question of law the decision of an administrative official, representative, or 
board. 

Pas.sed the Senate June 8,1953. 
Attest: .1. MARK TllICB, 

Secretary. 

Mr. GRAHAM. The subcoiiiinittee will ijlease be in order. 
May I make an explanation to you so you may understand the 

pressure under which we are working today. 
The administrative heads are seeking to wind up their affairs 

either tomorrow night or Saturday morning and our present sub- 
committee, subcommittee No. 1, is carrying the burden at the moment. 
T want to give yon this full explanation so you may tmderstand just 
what we are confronted with. 

Today, it will be necessary for us to quit at 11 o'clock. The House 
meets at 11 o'clock. At that time, we call a Private Calendar and 
Consent Calendar which I must handle on the floor. 

As soon as that is done, we take up what is known as the judges' 
bill which comes out of this committee. 

As soon as we get that started, I must go to the Senate side for a 
conference on the immigration bill; and then we have to go before the 
Rules Committee later on in the day for another rule. 

I got up this morning at 20 minutes of 3. 1 have been in my office 
since 10 minutes after 4. That is the way we are working, the pressure 
under which we are working. 

So I may suggest to you at the start that wherever it is possible, 
if you will submit a statement, we will take it into consideration, of 
course, and there has been handed to me some things to be placed 
in the record. Then those who wish to amplify that by oral testimony, 
we will be glad to hear. 

It is my understanding at the moment that there are both proponents 
and opponents and in the limited time we will try to hear as many on 
the one side sus on the other so we can I>e absolutely fair on the matter. 

The first witness is Mr. Elwyn L. Simmons, i>resident of the J. L. 
Simmons Co., Inc. 
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Mr. MCDANIEL. May I ask a question? Does the legislative plan 
call for a report on this bill ? 

Mr. GRAHAM. It is impossible. That would be impossible. If we 
go through with what we are to do it would be just out of the question 
unless it is continued over into next week. I do not know what the 
plans would be then. If it is continued next week, we might be able 
to reach it but under the present program, to quit tomorrow night or 
Saturday, it will be utterly impossible. But I did want to get the hear- 
ings started for you. 

Mr. Foley has indicated that there will be subsequent hearings, but 
may I add one other thing? You understand our chairman, Mr. Reed, 
has been in the hospital. He has been out of here for 6 weeks. 1 have 
been carrying on in a dual capacity, trying to handle his work and 
the work that is before subcommittee No. 1. We hope Mr. Reed will 
soon be back. In the event that he does not get back for the scheduled 
hearings, then we will go ahead and have them some other time. 

Mr. MCDANIEL. I am one of those scheduled to testify against the 
bill today. My appearance was canceled because I was here in Wash- 
ington. So I am banking on the fact that there will be a later oppor- 
tunity to testify. 

Mr. GRAHAM. There will be, I assure you. 
All right, Mr. Simmons, come forward, please. 

STATEMENT OF ELWYN L. SIMMONS, PRESIDENT, J. L. SIMMONS 
CO., INC., CONTRACTORS 

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. Chairman, ladies and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee, my name is Elwyn L. Simmons. I am president of the J. L. 
Simmons Co., Inc., a Delaware corporation, with principal offices in 
Chicago, 111., Indianapolis, Ind., Decatur and Springfield, 111. Our 
firm is not among the largest contractors but we do operate intensively, 
I might say, in four States: Indiana, Ohio, Michigan, and Illinois. 
We build the average and sometimes larger schools, factories, com- 
mercial buildings. In the past, we have built heavier type of con- 
struction such as bridges, dams, railroads, airfields, and military 
cantonments. Over half of our work vohmie, however, except in 
wartime, has consisted of Government, Federal, State and local lump- 
sum contracts; awarded under wide open competition and to the 
lowest bidder that can find a qualified bondsman. This includes 
projects for all the usual Government agencies and administiative 
departments: War, Navy, Air Corps, Veterans' Administration, Fed- 
eral Public Housing, and General Services Administration. 

Operating for these agencies today, however, and since this Su- 
preme Court pronouncement of its decision in the AVunderlich case, 
we realize that for the first time since the Court of Claims was or- 
ganized in my grandfather's day over 80 years ago, that we are wholly 
at the mercy of these Government agencies and their department 
heads; and, especially so whenever we appeal to them for review and 
relief from an arbitrary decision by an incompetent, negligent, or 
capricious representative of that department or agency. This repre- 
sentative could be one that holds their own agency's exj^ress appoint- 
ment and assignment to our work as a Government contracting repi'e- 
sentative and ofBcer. 
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You can appreciate the feeling of helplessness, and even mockery, 
that now exists in our minds on this Government work whenever we 
realize that under terms of the usual standard Government form of 
contract, No. 23, or similar contracts, we must promptly execute 
all duly authorized changes regardless of size, regardless of scope or 
kind or character, and regardless of the conditions of the work; that 
this contracting officer in his sole discretion may dii'ect. 

This helplessness is greatly magnified by the contractor's i-ealiza- 
tion that under these same standard contract provisions for changes 
in the work, our only hope for remuneration is dependent on this 
contract's provision for a so-called equitable adjustment. 

Mr. GRAHAM. May I interrupt you for a moment, please? 
(Discussion oflf the record.) 
Mr. SIMMONS. Furthermore, this adjustment is to be determined by 

the same contracting officer and his department head that heretofore 
has perhaps rejected our actual cost record and then unilaterally pro- 
ceeded to establish in a wholly arbitrary manner an inadequate sum 
that could be based on his own alleged finding of fact. 

When this contractor resists, he is bluntly reminded that any court 
of appeal, under present circumstances after this Wunderlich decision 
on this question of fact, is now ruled out by that decision. 

Bear in mind that the same Government standard form, 23, includ- 
ing this disputes clause, states that not only shall this department 
head's decision be final and conclusive upon the parties thereto; but 
that same clause ends with the most mandatory of all contract sen- 
tences; "in the meantime the contractor shall diligently proceed with 
the work as directed." 

Remember also that this Wunderlich decision when applied to this 
standard Government contract form can, whenever officered by an 
incompetent or negligent or capricious agency representative, also 
work as readily against the Government's interests as against that of 
the contractor. 

Remember, that the extensions of time as well as the adjustments 
of our dollar sums, affecting penalties for unwarranted delays and 
settlements for changes in quantities and scope or character of the 
work, that are provided by this contract and for which relief can now 
be arbitrarily granted or withheld from the contractor, by the con- 
tracting officer^ decision, can only be based on that officer's own find- 
ings of facts. 

Such findings are now without any safeguard of appeal by either 
party to tlie courts. There is no present provision in the statutes for 
judicial interpretation or judgment as to the merits and application of 
those contracting officers' so-called facts. 

Remember the arbitrary concept of the Government officer's preroga- 
tive under present contract provisions, that has now been interpreted 
by the Supreme Court as both final and conclusive on the facts, could 
next week be extended by supplementary contract provisions to cover 
all questions of law and thereby completely remove all questions of 
both fact and law from right to a judicial decision. 

Remember, only your immediate legislative action through enact- 
ment of H. R. 1839 or S. 24 can now protect both the Government and 
the contractor from this constantly recurring and devastating effect 
of this unprecedented situation. 
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Justice Douglas' remarks with Justice Reed's concurrence were 
quoted.   The rule, to quote: 

The rule we announced has wide application and a devastating effect It 
makes a tyrant out of every contracting officer. It has the power of life and 
death over private business, even though his decision Is grossly erroneous. 

We should allow the Court of Claims, the agency close to these disputes, to 
reverse an official whose conduct Is plainly out of bounds— 

said Justice Douglas. 
Whether he Is fraudulent, captious, or just palpably wrong— 

to continue the quotes of Justice Douglas— 
the rule we announce makes Government oppressive. 

The rule of the Court of Claims gives a citizen justice even against 
his Government. 

Justice Jackson also stated in part: 
It should not follow that one who takes a public contract puts himself wholly 

in the power of the contracting officers and department heads. I still believe 
one should be allowed to have a judicial hearing before his business can be 
destroyed by administrative action. 

You can appreciate our situation as contractors when we find that 
there are possibly those that can't see the light of this situation. 

I understand from review of the printed record in the debates on 
S. 24 in the Senate 3 months ago and immediately prior to its unani- 
mous passage by the Senate that there was some objection by contrac- 
tors doing business with the Air Force to the inclusion of the GAO 
under the provisions of this bill. I do not know what basis these Air 
Force contractors have for their objection, but we as general contrac- 
tors are used to the GAO in our business and their auditing staff 
and forms no basis for our objection. 

I thank you. 
Mr. GRAHAM. NOW may I make a suggestion? Is there anybody 

here in opposition? Mr. Simmons has testified in favor of the bill; 
is anybody opposed to tlie bill ? 

(NOTE.—The prepared statement of Mr. Simmons is as follows:) 

STATEMENT OF ELWYN L. SIMMONS, PRESIDENT OF THE J. L. SIMMONS CO., INC., 
CONTRACTOBS 

My name is Elwyn L. Simmons. I appear before you as president of the 
J. L. Simmons Co., Inc., with principal offices in Chicago, Springfield, and Decatur, 
111., and Indianapolis, Ind., seeking legislative relief from the interpretation 
placed on the "disputes clause" of the standard form of Government contract by 
the Supreme Court of the United States in its Wunderllch decision of November 
26,1051. My firm has been in the contracting business for over 100 years, during 
Which period we, as general contractors, have completed numerous projects for 
the United States Government. 

Except during the war years, this Government work has always been obtained 
as a result of competitive bidding, and the contracts entered into have been on 
United States Government form of contract No. 23, or the equivalent thereof. 
This form contains the usual Government disputes clause which reserves to the 
contracting officers of the various Government agencies and their department 
beads the right to make a final determination of all questions of fact. This pro- 
vision is obviously most unjust and inequitable since It confers this exclusive 
and final right of decision on all disputed questions of fact upon the representa- 
tives of one of the Interested parties, without judicial review except where fraud 
can be proven. Such persons, as representatives of the Government, are natu- 
rally prejudiced In favor of the Government which is one of the parties to the 
contract. 
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These Government employees are therefore unqualified to make judicious de- 
cisions for the following reasons: 

(1) They have a natural Was toward their employer who is tlie very same 
party that drafted the contract, plans, and speciflcations for the work in connec- 
tion with which the dispute arises, and the very same party under whose Instruc- 
tions and direction this work Is actually performed. 

(2) They represent the Government agency responsible for the script of the 
specifications and the many notations and details relating to the plans, as well 
as the usual Instructions and correspondence issued during the construction 
period of the contract. They therefore represent the very party to the contract 
that is resiwnsible for the vague and ambiguous terms that one so frequently 
finds in even the most carefully prepared documents and which are directly 
involved in the dispute with respect to which they are now given exclusive and 
final power of decision. 

(3) They represent the Government agency that is in sole charge of the work 
and is directing Its performance during the entire construction period of the 
contract. 

Under these circumstances the decisions rendered by the contracting officers 
of the various Government agencies on disputed questions of fact are ofttimes 
unjust, inequitable, arbitrary, capricious, or so grossly erroneous and so mis- 
taken as necessarily to imply bad faith; or, they are not supported by reliable, 
probative, and substantial evidence.    Falling to obtain relief on appeal to the 
iiead of the department, the contractor has heretofore eitlier accepted the decision 
or sought relief by legal action in the Court of Claims.    This relief is now denied 
tlie contractor by the Wnnderllch decision, except where fraud on the part of the 
contracting officers can be proven.   In other words, prior to the decision of the 
tJnited States Supreme Court in this case, the Court of Claims has reviewed 
administrative decisions of the contracting officers in cases where those decisions 
were arbitrary, capricious, or so grossly erroneous as to imply bad faith, as well 
as in cases where they were fraudulent.    Since the Wunderlich decision, however, 
It is necessary for the contractor to actually prove fraud in order to obtain judicial 
review of any adverse administrative decisions rendered on questions of fact. 

We frnnlcly have never had an experience in which we felt that the contracting 
officer's decision was based on fraud. There have, however, been numerous 
administrative decLslons by representatives of Government apen<'ies which have 
been arbitrary, capricious, or gros.sly erroneous and not supiKirted by substantial 
evidence. These decisions are all obviously unjust and inequitable. They can be 
most costly and even disastrous to the contractor. Therefore, the contractor is 
most certainly entitled to a review by the Court of Claims In such cases even 
though fraudulent action cannot be proven. 

In fairness to all contractors and others engaged In construction as well as 
those engaged In other work for the I'nited States Governiueiit, I urge an early 
and favorable report on the remedial legislation presently before .vou in this 
session of Congress to correct the Inequities of this grossly unjust situation that 
has resulted from the Wunderlich deci.sion of the Supreme Court of the United 
States rendered on November 20,10.51. In this decision Justice Minton's majority 
oi)inion expressly recommended remedial legislation by the Congress. 

Mr. HiNES. Ill view of tlie apparent fact that hearings will be 
held at a later time, I would be hap]\v to postjione my appearance 
until such later time to enable the subcommittee to fret on with the 
other pressincr business I understand they have today. 

Mr. GRAHAM. If it is satisfactoi-y with you. all riojht, but I wanted 
to accord each side an opjx) it unity to be heard. 

Mr. HiNES. I appreciate your courtesy in e.\tendin<r the oppor- 
tunity, sir, but we would be perfectly satisfied to postpone our testi- 
mony until such later time—until there are additional hearino^s. 

Mr. HILLINGS. Mr. Hines, you are from the Doufjlas Aircraft Co. 
or the Aircraft Industry As.sociation of America? 

Mr. HINES. Yes, from Doujjlas Aircraft, of Santa Monica. 
Mr. HILLINGS. In view of the fact that you have come a long dis- 

tance, if you have anytliin<i you would like to add we want you to 
know that you could certainly do so. 
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Mr. GBAHAM. Mr. Springer, a Member of the House. 
Mr. SPRINOER. 1 ciill this to the attention of the subcommittee. 

1 am tiie i-liairman of a subcommittee whicli is now in seasion down 
the hall which I have given over to another person pending the time 
I could come here and testify. He must leave by a quarter to 11, 
which is rouglily ;50 minutes. There are only two who are there 
and able to hear on tliis snbconuuittee besides myself this morning. 
I do not want to disrupt the subcommittee. 1 beg their indulgence 
if they could hear me in order for me to get back to that subconnnittee. 

Mr. GRAHAM. In view of the fact that you are here every day, the 
committee will be glad to hear you at any time when we hold further 
hearings. 

Mr. SPRINGER. That will he agreeable with me. 
Mr. GRAHAM. Therefore, if you have no objection, that arrange- 

ment will permit you to get back to your committee and will at the 
same time make it possible for us to hear some of these witnesses w ho 
have come from distant places at some inconvenience to themselves, 
I am sure. 

Mr. SpRixriER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. GRAHAM. We will hear now from Mr. George Leonard, repre- 

senting the Wnnderlich Contracting Co. 
Come forward, please, sir. 

STATEMENT OF GEORGE P. LEONARD, WUNDERLICH 
CONTRACTING CO. 

Mr. LEONARD. I am George Leonard, of Los Altos, Calif., vic« presi- 
dent of the Wnnderlich Contracting Co. It was a predecessor oi ours 
of whicli 1 was general manager that was involved in the so-called 
Wnnderlich Co. whose case was before the Supreme Court. I per- 
sonally handled that claim for Martin Wnnderlich Co., and 1 am 
thoroughly familiar with it. And it was, in my opinion, a very gi-oss 
injustice. We had signed a contract with the Government to con- 
struct a dam in southwestern Colorado which had a provision in it 
that, if the Government made any changes, an equitable adjustment 
under the contract would be made. We attempted to get an equitable 
adjustment from the contracting officer, but he did not give it to us, 
and we went to the Court of Claims, and the Court of Claims agreed 
wnth us that the contracting officer, and I quote, "had been arbitrary, 
capricious, and grossly erroneous and by so doing had deprived us of 
our rights under the contract to an equitable adjustment." 

We should ha^•e received the money which the Court of Claims 
awarded to us, and it was only because the Supreme Coint, in my 
opinion, and in the opinion of most attorneys to whom I have talked, 
that the Supreme Court came out with some very bad law. And we 
have been under the impression, both during the last session of Con- 
gress and this one that something would be done to correct this very 
inequitable situation that exists at the present time. 

Currently, neitlier the Government through the GAO, nor the con- 
tractors through the courts, have any right to appeal from contract- 
ing officers' decisions even though they may be grossly erroneous 
as they were in this case. I, of course, am thoroughly familiar with 
the facts of the case.   I think it would be too involved to bring out 
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those facts to you, but let me assure that they are grossly erroneous. 
The Bureau of Reclamation, through its own testimony, admitted that 
it had made an erroneous application of their own rental rates in 
our case and it was because of those admissions that the Court of 
Claims has justly held that we were entitled to these funds. 

I suspect that if there is anybody in opposition to this bill today it 
is because they have something to hide, and I say that to the opposition 
now. And I would like very much to have the opposition come out 
and make themselves known. I can see no reason wliy anybody should 
object to either the General Accounting Office or the courts passing 
on these decisions of the contracting officers. 

Now, some objection, I think, 1ms been raised that perhaps changing 
of this bill would flood the courts. If this H. R. 18.39 goes through, 
it will simply reinstate the situation that existed before this bad 
Wunderlich decision in the Supreme Court. I think if the contract- 
ing officers are put on notice that their actions may be reviewed by 
the courts and by the General Accounting Office, then they will 
be very careful in handing down their decisions and we would not 
have a flood of legislation. 

As a matter of fact, I think the situation would be much better. 
I understand that the General Services Administration has said 

that thejr would change the contract form so as to eliminate the provi- 
sion as it now stands. That wo\ild certainly not be good enough 
because there are a lot of contractors who have taken on work during 
the past few years expecting to get equitable treatment as their con- 
tracts say and those people would be left out in the cold in an appeal 
to the courts. 

If H. R. 1839 or some similar bill is not passed by Congress, con- 
tractors have no alternative but to add a sizable contingency to their 
bids on Government work. We have not been doing that at the present 
time because we have been led to believe that some corrective legisla- 
tion would go through. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Who led you to believe that ? 
Mr. LEONARD. Tlie Senate passed a bill. 
Mr. GRAHAM. Wlio led you to believe that? 
Mr. LEONARD. The Associated General Contractors have assured us 

that they thought some legislation would almost certainly come 
through and certainly there .should be no objection from either branch 
of Congi-ess to giving a contractor his day in court. 

Mr. GRAHAM. You have not answered my question. I asked you 
who led you to believe that ? 

Mr. LEONARD. I told you that the Associated General Contractors 
have said that they thought some corrective legislation would go 
through.   The Senate has passed a bill. 

Mr. GRAHAM. What I am getting at is your extravagant claims. 
Limit yourself to facts.   You give us the facts; we will act on them. 

Mr. LEONARD. Congressman, I say we have been led to believe from 
several .sources that some corrective legislation would go through. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Proceed. 
Mr. LEONARD. That is still my position. I do not think it is an 

extravagant claim. When the Senate bill passed the last time and 
this time, and the House of Representatives assured us, the Judiciary 
Committee in the last Congress told us, that they were not going to 
hold hearings because they were going to accept tlie recommendations 
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of the Senate committee and use that as the basis of their report, I 
would say that we were led to believe that some corrective legislation 
would come through; and I think it is necessary. 

A contractor is c«rtainly entitled to his day in court. He should not 
be subjected to the whims of arbitrary, cai)ricious, and gi-ossly erro- 
neous contracting officers. And I think that some corrective legislation 
is absolutely es.sential, and I say again that those people who are in 
opposition to this bill must have something to hide and I personally 
would like to know who they are and why they are objectmg to the 
bill; and I would like to hear this morning if it is possible. 

My understanding is that this bill simply reinstates to the General 
Accounting Office the authority which it had under the General Ac- 
counting Office bill and which was taken away from them by the 
Supreme Court and of course the  

Mr. CELLEK. That language impugns the integrity of those who 
might happen to have views opposite to your own. Do you think it 
is fair to state  

Mr. LEONARD. I think it is, sir. 
Mr. CELLER. It is rather a strong statement. 
Mr. LEONARD. It is, sir, but this is a strong situation, and I want 

you to know that we have been grossly harmed oy this bad Wunderlich 
decision of the Supreme Court, and I can't understand why there 
would be opposition to it. 

Mr. CELLER. You do not say that the Court itself has something to 
hide? 

Mr. LEONARD. I do not say that the Court has anything to hide. I 
am talking about the opposition to this bill. 

Mr. CELLER. You do not have any specific facts that you can make 
in support of that statement, do you ? 

Mr. LEONARD. No, I do not; but I want to know what the opposition 
is because I cannot see why anybody would object to having contract- 
ing officers' decisions subject to audit by the Court of Claims or sub- 
ject to going to court.   What possible objection could there be to that? 

Mr. CELLER. Are you asking me or the committee ? 
Mr. LEONARD. I am anxious to hear the answer from the opposition. 
Mr. GRAHAM. Well, we have afforded the opposition an opportunity 

to be heard this morning, but they preferred to defer that to some 
subsequent date. 

Mr. LEONARD. Frankly, I think they prefer to hide. Congressman. 
Mr. GRAHAM. I resent that. I think (hat is an utterly unfair state- 

ment or charge for you to make. We are not here passing on your 
claims or anybody else's. We are trying to do justice, and as eliairmau 
of this committee I resent it. 

Mr. LEONARD. I am sorry, then; I apologize.   I don't  
Mr. GRAHAM. I don't know who these people are or anything about 

this but you cannot make all kinds of charges. 
Mr. LEONARD. I make no charges against the committee, sir. 
Mr. GRAHAM. YOU have charged the other people with bad faith. 

We have never had a witness like you come in here and with the atti- 
tude you have come in.   I want you to know this. 

Mr. LEONARD. I am sorry if I have offended anybody. 
Mr. GRAHAM. I resent it very much. 
Is that all with you ? 
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Mr. LEONARD. Yes, sir. 
Mr. GRAHAM. Then we will take the next one. 
Mr. Hines said he preferred to be heard at a later date. 
(The prepared statement of Mr. Leonard follows:) 

STATEMENT OF OE»BGE P. LBONABO 

I am George P. Leonard, vice president of the WuiiderliPh ContractinK Co.. a 
heavy eonstniction contractor doing extensive Governmeut work. Formerly, 
1 was general manager of the Martin Wunderlich Co. which was the company 
involved in the Wunderlich decision. 

I i)ersonally handled the claim which finally resulted in the Supreme Court 
decision, and that decision was contrary to all that we had understood to be 
the existing law and was, In our opinion, a grave injustice and a serious blow 
to our compjiny after approximately 10 years of effort on our part to get equitable 
treatment under our contract. 

The Sui>reme Court has, in effect, said that no matter how arbitrary, capricious 
and grossly erroneous a Government contracting ofticer'.s decisions may be, 
neither the Government nor the contractor can overcome liis decisions on ques- 
tions of fact. That, obviously. Is an intolerable situation and one which (Congress 
should correct immediately. In all that has been said and written about the 
Wunderlich decision, no one has urged that Government contracting officers 
sliould have the right to make arbitrary, capricious or grossly erroneous de- 
cisions. The majority oiJnion on the Supreme Court stated that it was up to 
Congress to correct the situation and the minority opinion clearly and forcefully 
pointed out the dangers in the present situation. 

The United States Court of Claims in the Wunderlich case after extensive 
testimony, evidence, and deliberation held that the decisions of both the con- 
tracting oflicer and the head of the department had been '•arljitrary, capricious 
and grossly erroneous." The Supreme Court says, in effect, ".So what?"—and 
by so doing deprived tlie contractor of a consideral)le sum of money to which 
he was entitletl under his contract. Surely this situation sliouid lie corrected 
l>efore other injustices are done to Government c-ontractors by contracting officers 
who may be, under present circumstances, as arbitrary, capricious, and grossly 
erroneous as they wish. And they have been so advlsetl by the highest court in 
the land. 

Ct>ntractors are reluctant to go Into the Court of Claims unless tliey are grossly 
wronged. It is a costly and time-consuming process to litigate a dispute under 
a Government contract. It is usually In their be.st interest to accept a decision 
and go about their established business. They should not. however, l)e deprived 
of their right to enter court and obtain equitable treatment by grossly erroneous 
decisions of the other party to the contract. The case in question wa.s the first 
time in approximately 20 years of business that the Wunderlich organization had 
gone to the Court of Claims. 

I'nder the Wunderlich decision, a Government contractor enters into the 
settlement of a dispute with liis hands tied behind his l)ack. If, as it now .stands. 
a contracting officer need never answer for his erroneous liecisiims, any effort 
at settlement may be nothing but a mockery. That is not right; it is not just; 
it is certainly not the American way. 

The Wunderlich decision involved a question of fact, but it is easy for a con- 
tracting officer, by an erroneous decision on a (juestion of fact, to dejirive a 
Government contractor of his legal rights as well. .\nd whether based on fact 
or law, an injustice Is still an injustice. It is ridiculous for the United States 
to lienioan the sad fate of the citizens of totalitarian countries around the world 
and openly subject its own citizens to the whims of arlMtrary, capricious, and 
grossly eerroneous contracting officers. Only Congress can help and I urgently 
request that you take action at this session by passing H. R. 1839. Then, both 
tlie (Jovernment and the contractor could have their day in court 

Unless the contractor can be assured of equitable treatment, he has no al- 
ternative but to charge the Government an extra price for this contingency. 
And in exchange all the Government would get for this extra co.st would be the 
right for its contracting officers to be arbitrary, capricious, and grossly erroneous. 
As a taxpayer, I would regard that as money wasted. 

The vast majority of contracting officers are honest and fair to both the Gov- 
ernment and the contractor, and it is now up to the House of Uepresentatlves 
to serve notice on the small minority that they must be likewise or answer to 
same impartial tribunal of our Government. 
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Mr. GRAHAM. Then we will take the next one, Mr. Ruddiman, of 
King & King.    Is he hei-e ? 

Mr. RUDDIMAN. Yes, sir. 
Mr. (iRAHAM. We will liear j'ou. 

STATEMENT OF HAERY D. EUDDIMAN, REPEJESENTING CERTAIN 
CONTRACTORS 

Mr. RuDDiMAX. Mr. (^hiiinnan, my name is Harry D. Ruddiman. 
I am a resident of Bethesda. Md. I am a member of a firm wiiich for 
many years has represented construction contractors before the Fed- 
eral contractinjr agencies and the courts. I also have the doubtful 
distinction of having won the Wunderlich case in the Court of Claims 
and having lost it in the Supreme Court. 

Mr. GR^VIIAM. You got a i)(U.50 break. 
Mr. RUDDIMAN. That is right, sir. 
1 have already submitted copies of my written statement and I 

reijuest that that statement be made part of the record. 
Mr. GRAHAM. That will be done. 
(The statement referred to is as follows:) 

ST.\TEME.NT OF HABUT D. KUDDIMAN 

SUMMARY OF CONTENTS 

1. The rule laid down in the Wunderlich case. 
:;. The need for cdrreetlve legislation. 
3. Administrative changes in Gnverninent contrnct are no solution to the 

prohlem. 
4. Apiiellute hearinjis before (lei)artuient lionrds no substitute for court 

review. 
.">. Corrective leKlslation will not flood courts with litiKation. 
a. Fears refrardinK the General Accountinu Office isroundless. 
7. IHscussion of H. U. ;i(i34. 
I am a resident of Bethesda. Md.. and am a member of the tlrni of King & 

KiUK, Washington, D. C, which tor mnn.v .vears has re|iresente<l contractors 
before the Government c<mtractinfr aKencies and the Federal courts in the 
prose»-ution of claims against the United States. 1 also represente<l the con- 
tractor in the Wunderlich case. 

1. In the Wunderlich case (342 U. S. il8) the Supreme Court held that under 
the .standard Government contract disputes clau.se a department head's decision 
may not be .set aside even though it is arbitrar.v. capricious, and grossly errone- 
ous, and may (mly be .set aside iiiion proof of fiiiud wliicli it detine<l as "conscious 
wrongdoing, an intention to cheat or be dishonest." 

As appears from llie hearings on S. 2487. 82d Congress, this decision was 
generally regarded as a radical departure from the law as it existed prior 
thereto. Among others who testifl-d to that effect were representatives of 
the General Accounting Office and the Department of Defense. 

In any event, we are now faced with the Wunderlich rule whldi, for all prac- 
tical purposes, does away with judicial review of administrative decisions under 
the dl-sputes clause. It appears no longer iH>ssible to base such a review on the 
grossly erroneous character of the administrative decision itself since the law 
now requires an intent to cheat or be dishonest. A grossly erroneous decision 
way result from any number of causes falling short of such an intent. It may 
result, for example, from the contracting oHicer's inability to devote adequate 
time to a study of the iiuestion, or from faulty information supplied by 
.sutxirdinates. 

2. We have, then, a situation which urgently requires correction of the type 
contained in S. 24 or H. R. 183!). 

Without such correction Government contractors are left to the mercy of a 
representative of the other contracting party and are deprived of an effective 
<lay in court to review his decision.   Along this line I cannot recall a single 
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decision of the Court of Claims or of the Supreme Court setting aside a con- 
tracting officer's decision which did so on the basis of an intent to cheat or be 
dishonest. Where the Court of Ciaims has set aside an administrative decision 
it has done so on grounds short of fraudulent Intent. See, for example, cases 
cited infra, pages 4 and 5. 

Without correction of the present situation, not only the contractor but also 
the Government, will l>e unable to obtain effective judicial review of contracting 
officers' decisions no matter how unfair or erroneous they may be. 

Moreover, the present situation unless corrected, will inevitably lead to higher 
prices on Government work. Responsi(>le contractors will either have to forego 
bidding on Government woric, thus reducing the field of competition, or include 
large contingencies in their bids to cover the risk of arbitrary, capricious, or 
grossly erroneous decisions. 

For all these reasons, the need for correction of the existing situation is clear. 
The Supreme Court itself has pointed out tlie method, i. e., by legislation. The 
Senate has responded by passing S. 24. The chairman of this committee has 
introduced H. R. 1839, which is identical with S. 24 ns it passe<l the Senate. 
This bill would restore to the courts an effective review of determinations made 
by contracting officers and I strongly urge that it be enacted. 

3. I understand that the General Services Administration, in recognition of 
the urgent need for correction, is changing the standard form disputes clause so 
as to permit a greater measure of court review. In my opinion thi.s, while a step 
In the right direction, is not an adequate answer to the problem. First, there 
is nothing to prevent the General Services Administration from again reverting 
to the old form of disputes clause. Second, there appears to be considerable 
doubt whether that agency has autliority to adopt a form of contract which 
fell contracting agencies would be required to use. Third, it is my understand- 
ing that the revised disputes clause relates only to disputed questions of fact. 
Thus, under the decision of the Supreme Court in United States v. Moorman 
(338 U. S. 457), there would be nothing to prevent a sr>eciflcation writer from 
including in the contract specifications a clause making the contracting officer'.s 
decision final on questions of law, thereby depriving the courts of review of such 
questions in tlie absence of fraudulent intent. Lastly, such measures afford 
no remedy to contractors who entered into contracts prior to the WunderlicU 
decision and who, of all persons, are most deservingly entitled to a correction 
of the situation brought about by the Wunderlich decision. 

4. It was pointed out in the hearings last year in tlie Senate that appellate 
boards liad been set up by some of the contracting agencies which afforded a con- 
tractor a hearing and an opportunity to present witnesses in an effort to obtain 
reversal of a contracting officer's decision. However, I do not suppose that any- 
one would seriously urge that such tioards, composed of employees of the contract- 
ing agency, are an adequate substitute for an effective, impartial review by the 
courts. It would be just as fair and impartial as trying the api)eal before a jury 
composed exclusively of employees of the contractor. 

Moreover, the practice of setting up such appellate boards is by no means 
universal. No such practice, for example, exists in connection with contracts of 
the BHreau of Reclamation which enters into hundreds of millions of dollars 
worth of contracts each year. 

Further, in some instances, these appellate boards conduct hearings at which 
the contractor produces his witnesses but none are produceil by the Government, 
the board, in arriving at its decision or recommendation, apparently taking into 
account ex parto statements by the very official from whose decision the appeal 
was taken. Thus the contractor, while subjected to cross-examination, is pre- 
vented from making any cross-examination himself. 

It is tbns clear that the appellate boards are no substitute for an effective 
judicial review. 

5. In the Senate hearings last year It was asserted that corrective legislation 
would flood the courts with litigation. Such fears are groundless. In a review 
of tlie C<iurt of Claims' decisions for the 15 years preceding the Wunderlich 
decision. I have found only 16 cases in which the court set aside a determination 
of an administrative officer authorized to make a final decision pursuant to the 
standard disputes clau.se or similar provision. (Ainbursen Dam Co. v. United 
States (m C. Cls. 478) ; B. B. Nelson Construction Co. v. Vnited States (87 C. Cls. 
375) : Callalian Construction Co. v. United States (91 C. Cls 538) ; Baruch Corpo- 
ration V. United States (92 C. Cls. 571) : Hirsch v. United States (94 C. Cls. 602) ; 
Ruff V. Vnited States (96 O. Cls. 148) ; Lanyevin v. United States (100 C. Cls. 15) ; 
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Needles v. United States (101 C. as. 535) ; Bein v. United States (101 C. Cls. 144) ; 
Benry Ericcson Co. v. United States (104 C. Cls. 397) ; De Annas v. United States 
(108 C. Cls. 436) ; Loffis v. United States (110 C. Cls. 551) ; Joseph Meltser, Inc. 
V. United States (111 C. Cls. 389) ; Great Lakes Dredge and Docks Co. v. United 
States (116 C. Cls. 679 and 119 C. Cls. 504) ; Newhall-Herkner v. United States 
(116 C. Cls. 410) ; and Penner Installation Co. v. United States (116 C. Cls. 530). 

In all of the above cases the administrative determination was set aside on a 
ground short of an intent to cheat or to be dishonest. The several grounds relied 
upon were that the decision was "grossly erroneous"; or had no "substantial 
evidence to support it" ; or was "unreasonable and must be set aside as arbitrary"; 
or was "arbitrary and unreasonable"; or resulted from "unawareness of the 
problems on the part of the deciding officer"; or was an "arbitrary action"; or 
had "no reasonable basis in the facts or contract documents," was "not supported 
by the findings made or by substantial evidence," and "did not meet the legal 
standard of good faith required by * • • the contract of one called upon to make 
an impartial decision"; or was "arbitrary and so grossly erroneous as to imply 
bad faith." The C5ourt has also pointed out that the last-mentioned ground does 
not involve any question of actual dishonesty, but means only that the deciding 
officer failed to act as an impartial, unbiased arbitrator. See the Needles, Penner, 
and Great Lakes cases cited above. 

I have also been al)Ie to find for the same 15-year period prior to the Wunderlich 
decision, 32 ca.ses in which the Court of Clalni.s upheld the administrative deter- 
mination made pursuant to the disputes article or similar provision. This means 
that over the l.^)-year period the Court of Claims, in setting aside or upholding 
such administrative determinations, has had to review less than 50 cases, or an 
average of about 3 a year. I therefore ft»el coufideut that if H.K. 1839 or S. 24 
is passed correcting the situation l)rought about by the Wunderlich decision, there 
is no reason to fear that a "flood of litigation" will follow. 

All of this points up the most iiuportaut asi>ect of the corrective legislation— 
I.e., that the mere existence of an effective judicial review will insure fair and 
equitable administrative decisions. It \H this policing effect which really inter- 
ests the contractors. With it, they feel that they can enter into negotiations with 
the contracting ofiicer on a more nriirly even footing, and thus be able to arrive 
at a mutually satisfactory settlement of their prol)lems. In general, as past 
history shows, the contractors are not interested in the trouble, expense and lost 
time involved in a cc^urt proceeding: their purposes are nearly always served 
if the contracting officer knows that they have the right to go to court. 

6. Fears have been expressed that the reference to the General Accounting 
Office in S. 24 would give it powers with resiK-cf to the review of payments under 
Government contracts be.vond those which It already possesses. In my opinion 
these fears are groundless in view of the -statement in Senate Report No. 32 on 
S. 24 that the liill "is not intended either to change the jurisdiction of the 
General Accounting Ofijce or to grant smy new jurisdiction l)ut simply to recognize 
the jurisdiction which the General .\ccountiug Office already has." 

If, however, there is any doul)t on the matter it can very easily be removed 
by striking out the words "the General Accounting Office or" appearing in lines 1 
and 2 of page 2 of H. R. ]S;^9 and S. 24. 

7. In closing I would like to refer t)riefly to H. R. 3634 also introduced this 
se.ssion to permit judicial review of administrative decisions under the standard 
Government disputes clause. 

It should be pointed out that this bill would permit judicial review only of 
disputed (|uestions of fact. Thus if a contracting agency should insert a 
provision making the contracting officer's decision final on disputed questions of 
law the courts, under the JMoornian and Wunderlich decisions would lie unable 
to review such questions. For that reason I much prefer S. 24 and H. R. 18.39 
which iK>rmit judicial review of all questions whether of fact or of law. 

It should also be noted that H. R. 3634 does not permit judicial review of 
decisions made more than 1 year before the date of its enactment. The eltect 
of this is to exclude from its benefits the contractors who entered Into contracts 
before November 20, 1!),"»1, the date of the Wunderlich decision. At the time 
they entered into the contracts they \uKlerstnod tliat they had a right to Judicial 
review but thereafter they discovered that the rules were changed. They, of all 
people, ai'e jusly entitled to such a review and should not be excluded from the 
benefits of corrective legislation. 

Mr. RtTDDiMAN. I am not liere to rearpue the "Wunderlich case. 
Mr. GRAHAM. Nor to lecture the committee? 

44412—54 2 
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Mr. RuDDiMAN. No, sir. Neither am I here to take up your time 
by elaborating on the need for legislation to correct the situation which 
has been brought about by that case. I simply want to discuss at this 
time several objections that have been raised to the bill. 

At the hearings before the Senate, it was suggested that if we had 
correcti\je legislation of this type, it would flood the courts with liti- 
gation. So I decided to take a look at the record and see what hap- 
pened in the 15 years preceding the Wunderlich decision. During 
that period I was able to discover only 16 cases in which the Court of 
Claims set aside the decision of a contracting officer under a clause 
similar to the disputes clause. Those Hi cases are listed on pages 
4 and 5 of my written statement. 

I think it is interesting to note some of the grounds upon which the 
Court of Claims relied in setting aside the administrative determina- 
t ions. In one case they did so on the ground that it was grossly errone- 
ous. In another, on the ground that it had no substantial evidence to 
support it. In another, on the ground that it was unreasonable and 
rnust be set aside as arbitrary. I won't go on and cover all of them 
|:>xit I think I can safely say that in none of those cases where they set 
ixside the decision of the administrative officer did they do so upon a 
tx Tiding that the contracting officer had been dishonest or had any 
xTitent to cheat and that is the rule that is required under the Wunder- 
lich decision. 

At the same time, I was able to discover during that time, that same 
15-year period, 32 cases in which this court reviewed. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Have you listed those? 
Mr. RuDDiMAN. I have not listed those but I can furnish you with a 

list of those. I discovered 32 cases in which the Court of Claims had 
reviewed the determination of the contracting officer but refused to set 
it aside. That makes a total, I think, of less than 50 cases over a jjeriod 
of 15 years in which the Court of Claims reviewed the determination 
of a contracting officer.   That is about three a year. 

Mr. GRAHAM. I made it four. 
Mr. RxJDDiMAN. I think all these fears about flooding the courts with 

litigation are groundless. I think that that points up the real impor- 
tance of this bill and that is that the very fact that a contracting officer 
knows that his decision can be subjected to an effective review is going 
to make him render a more just and equitable decision. It is that 
factor that the contractoi-s are interested in.   They do not like to  

Mr. GRAHAM. Will give more consideration before handing down 
an opinion? 

Mr. RuDDiMAN. That is what I feel. The contractors are not inter- 
ested in going to court. That is a time-consuming process. They have 
to take their men away from work that they Avould rather be perform- 
ing. What they want to be able to do is to go into negotiations with 
the contracting officer on something that approaches an equal footing. 
And I feel that the S. 24 or the companion bill, H. R. 1839, would 
accomplish this very desirable result. 

Now, there has been another objection raised or at least there has 
been a suggestion; there is really no need for corrective legislation 
because the departments can or will handle tliis administratively by 
changing the contract form.    We think this is a step in the right 
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direction. I understand that the General Services Administration 
lias under consideration a changed disputes clause that would give 
some broader sco[)e of judicial review. 

Mr. Gn.\ii.\M. At that point, in your judgment, woidd it be enough 
or do you think that it is necessary to enact this bill to get what 
you want^ 

Mr. RuoDiMAN. I do not think that is enough. I think that is just 
one step in the right direction. 

Mr. (THAIIAM. But does not go far enough. 
Mr. Rur)DiM.\x. 1 would like to point out why I think it is in- 

adequate. 
In the first {ilace, there is nothing in the world to prevent, even 

if they adopt such a clause, there is nothing to prevent the contracting 
agencies from later reverting to the old standard disputes clause and 
you would be right back where you started. 

In the second place, while I understand that General Services 
Administration is working on a standard form, I have considerable 
doubt whether they have autliority to prescribe a form that all the 
Government contracting agencies will be compelled to use. 

Another thing, I understand that in that General Services revised 
clause, the disputed questions or the review would be limited to dis- 
])uted questions of fact. Under the Moorman decision decided by 
the Supreme Court, there would IK? nothing in the world to ])revent 
a specification writer from sticking m the specifications which are 
made a part of the formal contract a provision making the contracting 
ofticer's decision final on questions of law such as interpietation of 
the contract. 

If that were done, the clause suggested by the General Services 
Administration would not help a bit. On que.stions of law you would 
still be faced with the Wunderlich decision. You would have to prove 
the fraudulent intent. 

Mr. Gii.\n.\M. May I interrupt for a moment ? Then it is your 
considered judgment that there must be legislation enacted to over- 
come that decision? 

Mr. RuDDiMAN. It certainly is, sir. 
Mr. (TRAHAM. Pardon me for interrupting you. 
Mr. RiDDiMAN. Another matter that was suggestwl at the hearings 

before the Senate was that in some departments, at least, there were 
appellate boards to leview the decision made by their contracting 
oIKcei-s and (he inference was, I suppose, that if you had that, y<ni did 
iiot need too much review fi-om the courts themselves. 

I think the answer to that is obvious. Can you image the Govern- 
ment trying an appeal before a board or l)efore a jury which was 
composed entirely of employees of the contractor? 

Mr. GRAHAM. It comes back to the old theory of judge, jury, and 
executioner all in one place. 

Mr. RuDDiMAN. Moreover, this practice of having appellate boards 
where you can produce witnesses and get a hearing is by no means 
universal in the Government de|)artments. I can point out, for 
example, that there is no such board in connection with the Bureau 
of Reclamation contracts. They handle hundreds of millions of 
^lollai-s worth of work. 

Another criticism of that, or another answer is that you do not 
always get any testimony from the other side at the.se hearings.    I 
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know the practice before some of these boards is that the plaintiff or 
the contractor goes in. He has his witnesses in there and he tells 
liis story. He gets cross-examinetl and then the Government agency 
produces no witnesses whatsoever. 

Mr. GRAHAM. YOU never hear from the bureaucrats until you get 
your final decision. 

Mr. RuDDiMAN. Then you will get a recommendation or a decision 
later on before some of these boards, at least, in which they will refer 
to some ex parte statement made by the person from whom you have 
appealed. You never have a chance to cross-examine him. I am not 
saying it is true of all agencies but it is true of some. 

Lastly, I would like to deal with an objection which has been raised 
to including the General Accounting Onice in the provisions of this 
bill.    I don't know just exactly what the basis of the objection is, but 
in my opinion, any fears along that line are gioundless.    As I see it, 
the General Accounting Office, as a matter of practice, in reviewing 
contracts and change orders for purposes of payment, is always going 
to apply the standards of review that are granted to the courts.    That 
Jrkas Deen their practice before the Wunderlich decision.   They figured 
i f there was good reason to doubt the finality of the decision, the 
rriatter ought to be referred to the courts.    I think that is all that would 
te done by the language of this bill. 

At one time I thought there would probably be no objection to strik- 
ing out the reference to the General Accounting Office as mentioned 
in S. 24 or H. R. 1839. I felt that even if you had no reference, the 
General Accounting Office would still exercise that same jurisdiction. 
However, in view of the fact that the Senate has already passed a bill 
which has included a reference to the General Accounting Office, I 
think it would be dangerous now to eliminate the General Accounting 
Office from the provisions of this bill. It might be misconstrued as 
taking away this jurisdiction from tiie General Accounting Office. 

Mr. GKAIIAM. Of course, as you will know, it is needless to refer 
to it, that the General Accounting Office is the instrumentality of the 
Congress, and we take special interest in that and feel that at all 
times it is acting in behalf of both Houses of Congress. 

Mr. RunraiiAN. I quite appreciate that, sir, and I feel if you struck 
out a reference to it at this point you might endanger any power of 
review by the General Accounting Office. 

That is all I have now, sir. 
Mr. (iRAirAM. Any questicms? 
Thank you, sir. 
(The following communication was later submitted by Mr. 

Ruddiman:) 
KINO & KIRO, 

Wanhington, D. C, July 31,19.53. 
Hon. LOUIS E. GRAHAM, 

Chairman of Subcommittee No. 1, 
Comm.iitee on the.Judiciary, House of Representatives, 

Washington, D. C. 
SIB: At the hearings held yesterday on H. R. 1839, H. R. .3034 and S. 24, I 

stated that lor the 15-year period prior to the Wunderlich decision I had been 
able to find 32 cases In which the Court of Claims upheld a determination of an 
administrative officer authorized to make a final decision pursuant to the stand- 
ard disputes clause or similar provision. At the committee's request, I am 
enclosing herewith a list of these 32 cases. 

In my written statement at page 6 I quoted the language from Senate Report 
32 on S. 24 to the effect that the bill was not Intended to change the jurlsdlc- 
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tlon of the General Accounting Office, but simply to recognize the jurisdiction 
which It already has, and I then stated that if there was any doubt on the matter, 
it could be removed by striking out the reference to the General Accounting 
Office. On further reflection, as I pointed out in my oral statement yesterday, 
I believe that It would be unwise for the House of Representatives to strike out 
the reference to the General Accounting Office. In other words, I feel that If 
the bill, as passed by the Senate, had contained no reference to the General 
Accounting Office, and the House of Representatives had passed such a bill 
without amendment, the General Accounting Office as a practical matter would, 
In reviewing payments under Government contracts and change orders, employ 
these same standards of review that are granted by the bill to the courts. Thus, 
if the General Accounting Office was confronted \(ith an administrative decision 
which It thought would be set aside by the courts, it would refuse to make 
payment and throw the matter into court. However, since the Senate, in passing 
S. 24, has expressly included the General Accounting Office In the bill, some 
doubt as to the General Accounting Office Jurisdiction might arise if the House 
of Representatives should then strike out all reference to the General Accounting 
Office. There would then be the possibility that this action would be construed 
as limiting review by the General Accounting Office to the ineffective ground of 
fraudulent intent prescribed by the Wunderilch decision. It is therefore my 
suggestion that the bill be passed without change in the language employed by 
the Senate. 

Very truly yours, 
HABBT D. BUDDIMAN. 

CASES IS WHICH THE CoiniT OF CLAIMS, DUMNO THE FIFTEEN-YEAR PERIOD PEIOB 
TO THE WUSDERLICH DECISION, UPHELD THE DETESIMINATION OF AN ADMINISTRA- 
TIVE OFFICER AUTHORIZED TO MAKE A FINAL DECISION PURSUANT TO THE STAHD- 
ABD DISPUTES CLAUSE OR SIMII.AR PROVISION 

Bchmoll. Assiffnee, v. The United States (91 C. Cls. 1). 
Vallei/ Construction Company v. The United States (92 C. Cls. 172). 
^yestfrn Construction Company v. The United States (94 C. Cls. 175). 
Oewral Contracting Corp. v. The United States (96 C. Cls. 255). 
J3-W Construction Company v. The United States (97 C. Cls. 92). 
Caribbean Engineering Company v. The United States (97 C. Cls. 195). 
Consolidated Engineering Company v. The United States (97 C. Cls. 358). 
Fleisher Engineering £ Construction Company v. The United States (98 C. Cls. 

139). 
John M. Whclan d Sons, Inc. v. The United States (98 C. Cls. 601). 
Rego Building Corp. v. The United States (90 C. Cls. 445). 
Mcrritt-Chaptnan ,i Whitney Corp. v. The United States (99 C. Cls. 490). 
Hunter Steel Company, Inc. v. The United States (99 C. Cls. 692). 
R. C. Huffman Construction Company v. The United States (100 C. Cls. 80). 
Frazier-Davis Construction Company v. The United States (100 C. Cls. 120). 
Fred M. Comh Company v. The United States (100 C. Cls. 240). 
King v. The United States (100 C. Cls. 475). 
L. E. Myers Company, Inc. v. The United States (101 C. Cls. 41). 
SUberllatt d Lasker, Inc. v. The United States (101 C. Cls. 54). 
A. Outhrie d Company, Inc., et al. v. The United States (102 C. Cls. 472). 
Crystal Soap & Chemical Company, Inc. v. The United States (103 C. Cls. 166). 
McCloskcy d Company v. The United States (103 C. Cls. 254). 
Fireman's Fund Indemnity Company v. The United States (104 C. Cls. 648). 
Crowley v. The United States (105 C. Cls. 97). 
American Transformer Company v. The United States (105 C. Cls. 204). 
E. J. Albrecht Company, Inc. v. The United States (105 C. Cls. 353). 
S. J. Groves d Sons Company v. The United States (106 C. Cls. 93). 
Ouion, Trustee v. The United States (108 C. Cls. 186). 
Ashville Contracting Company v. The United States (110 C. Cls. 459). 
Mitchell Canneries, Inc. v. The United States (111 C. Cls. 228). 
J. A. Jones Construction Company, Inc. v. The United States (114 C. Cls. 270). 
Holland Page et al. v. The United States (120 G. Cls. 27). 
DuBois Construction Corp. v. The United States (120 C. Cls. 139). 

Mr. GRAHAM. We still have about 20 minutes.   Does anybody caie 
to be heard? 
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STATEMENT OF ALAN JOHNSTONE, WASHINGTON, D. C. 

Mr. JoHNSTONE. Mr. Chairman I came over by plane this morning. 
I should like to be heard if you will permit me T) or 10 minutes. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Give your name and address, please. 
Mr. JoHNSTONE. My name is Alan Jolmstone; I am an attorney at 

740 15th Street, Washington. I was for a number of years in the law 
office of the Government and I was General Counsel of the Federal 
Works Agency which preceded the General Services Administration. 

During that period, Mr. Chairman and ladies and gentlemen of 
the committee, I had an opportunitj- to observe from their side of the 
table the conduct of contracting officers oi the Government. Latterly, 
I have been at the bar and have represented some construction con- 
tractors and on their behalf this morning I speak. 

I should like to say that I do not know any finer group of officials 
than the officials of the executive branch of the Government. It is 
very rarely that one finds an unfaithful public servant. You do not 
frequently see men in the Government or out of it, 1 should say, who 
in the language of the Supreme Court have a desire to cheat or to de- 
fraud someone. And the court has held in this disputed decision tiuit 
the only relief that can be gotten from a decision of a contracting 
officer is when fraud is alleged and proved and by fraud the court says 
we mean a desire to cheat or to be dishonest. 

I would want to say also that so far as the AVunderlich decision is 
concerned, Judge Graham, I personally as a lawyer find very little to 
criticize in it. It is said that fraud is never presumed. It says that 
the parties hereto contract that each will be bound by the decision of 
the contracting officer and so its decision enforces that contract. 

It does say that heretofore we have in previous decisions ecjuated 
groas negligence or caprice or gross error to fraiul and by their de- 
cision in November of 1951 they overruled those previous decisions 
and said that by fraud now we mean an evident desire to cheat or do 
wrong and they say, if our decision or definition of fraud is in error, 
or if it does not do essential justice to the parties, it is the function of 
the Congress to correct the situation and that, I tliiiik, brings this 
question directly to that part of the CJovernment which has to do with 
the establishment of its policy which is the Congress and while, Mr. 
Chairman, I speak on betuilf of construction contractors who have in 
the past and who are now bound in considerable sums to the Govern- 
ment, it is not for that alone that I have a conviction about tliis bill. 

Some reference has been made to the General Accounting Office. I 
believe that the General Accouiiting Act represents one of the great 
advances in the administration of the Government. 

Mr. GRAHAM. I think you are quite right. 
Mr. JoHNSTONE. I would hate to see its functions avoided by con- 

tract, or whittled down by judicial decision; so I rejoice that the Sen- 
ate committee in its wisdom saw fit to refer specifically to that great 
Office in this bill. 

Certain of those who are said to object to the bill feel that this bill 
gives to the General Accounting Office additional functions, an addi- 
tional power.    I respectfully suggest that they are mistaken. 

Mr. GRAHAM. I appreciate your putting it in that language i-ather 
than imputing bad faith to someone. 
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Mr. JoHNSTONE. I might say my friend, Mr. Leonard, whom I have 
known for a number of years and in wliose integrity and justice I have 
the highest confidence, that if lie should have made that impression 
upon you  

Mr. GRAHAM. He did. 
Mr. JouNSTONE. It is unfortunate. 
Mr. GRAHAM. That is the impression, and I resent it very much. 

We hear the people who come here, every one, and we impute good 
faith to all. There may be honest differences of opinion, but to impute 
bad faith to one group simply because they are in opposition, as long 
as 1 am acting as chairman in this committee we will not stand for it. 

Mr. JoHNSTONE. I will appeal to your well-known good judgment 
and judicial attitude to freely accept Mr. Leonard's apology which he 
made to you and let not that incident becloud your judgment. 

Mr. GRAHAM. It will not becloud mine. 
Mr. .ToHNSTONE. I would say also that the thing that gives me con- 

viction about this bill is that it substitutes for executive justice judicial 
justice, according to the forms of law, with all the safeguards that we 
have thrown around it. It substitutes objective judgment for a sub- 
jective judgment. 

As we all know, we have three departments in our Government 
and we go to the courts to decide disputes and this bill would throw 
wide the portals of the courts of justice to anyone, incliiding the Gov- 
ernment, which has a grievance and it is no idle thought, sir, to say 
that the present disputes clause as construed by the court is a disad- 
vantage to the Government because in your own State of Pennsyl- 
vania, in the early part of 1952, the attorney general in the district 
court there sought to recover a sum of $10,000-—it may have been $10 
million—from a contractor whom the Comptroller said had been over- 
paid and the judge, I think rightly, citing the Wunderlich decision, 
said that the man had the money on the judgment of the contracting 
officer and he could not take it away from him.. So that what is sauce 
for the goose is sauce for the gander. 

Therefore, I say, sir, that here is a case for the good judgment of 
the Congress. This principle of finality of decision is not new. It 
goes back in our common law, waj* back, where it originated in the 
laws of master and servant where a man bound himself to serve his 
master to the satisfaction of the master; and so he was bound when 
the master said he was not satisfied though the terms of his service 
were not ended when he was dismissed; and the old law of indenture— 
the master had the right to terminate the indenture though the servant 
did not. 

And in the construction of our railroads where expert judgment 
was required, it was usually put in the contract that the judgment of 
the railroad's engineer should be final. 

And so in the construction of buildings, let the judgment of the 
architect who is the agent of the owner be final. So that this did not 
arise in Government contracts but it was adopted by the Government 
in the early days of Indian warfare where people supplied the Army 
with supplies in the West, or the Secretary of War could not be pres- 
ent to see whether the flour had weevils in it or whether the meat was 
moldy, and the contractor wanted pay and you could not be there, the 
man you give these things to must know and you must contract with 
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me that his judgment must be final. That may have been all right 
in the days when the contracting officer was on the ground and could 
see the facts but today the contracting officer sits in Washington and 
signs a contract to build an airport in north Africa and he has no 
more knowledge of the facts than you or I. He gets his report from 
his inspectors which may or may not be wrong. 

Therefore, I suggest to you that this provision is now outworn and 
that it ought to be so that these decisions could be reviewed. When 
they are not supported by substantial evidence, and that is the wording 
of the act. And for the life of me, Mr. Chairman, I cannot see how 
anyone should object to having anybody's decision reviewed when 
that decision is not supported by substantial evidence because we do 
not live in this country under dictatorial government. 

Thank you very much. 
Mr. GRAHAM. Are there any questions ? 
Thank you very much. 
(The following letter received from Mr. Johnstone prior to the 

hearing:) 
WASHINOTON, D. C, July 27,19SS. 

Hon. CHAUNCEY W. REED, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 

House of Representatives, House Office Biiitriiiin, ^yashitlgt<tn, U. C. 
MY DEAR MK, REED : Please record me as favoring the early passage of S. 24, as 

It passed the Senate on June 8, 195.3, and H. R. ISiO, Introduced by yourself In 
Identical language, both permitting judicial review of disputes on Government 
contracts, and so to substitute the judicial process with all Its safeguards for 
the finality of administrative decision in the determination of the contract rights, 
both of the Government and contractors with it. 

I have appeared and do now speak on iiehalf of several firms who have In the 
immediate past been bound and are now bound on considerable undertakings for 
the Government. Moreover, I speak in the interest of the integrity of the General 
Accounting Act. Above all, I am interested in justice under the law as admin- 
istered by impartial tribunals as against Executive orders issued by executive 
officials who are themselves interested in the outcome of disputes they seek 
to resolve. 

Whatever the finality clause, currently in use in Government contracts, may 
have in the past had to commend it, in modern practice and especially after the 
decision of the Supreme Court In the case of Martin Wunderlich decided in 
November 1951, the continuation of this now antiquated clause means injustice 
to the Government and contractors as well; adds to the cost of Government 
contracts because it adds unnecessarily to the risk; and iiresents a hazard to 
the contractor, which only free access to the courts of justice can overcome. 

The bill, S. 24, as passed by the Senate on June 8, and the bill, H. R. 1839, 
will result in justice to all concerned and because of the freedom of access to 
the courts will lessen the volume of disputes in Government contracts because 
they will make for more careful administrative decisions and lessen the number 
of arbitrary decisions. 

These bills, S. 24 and H. R. 1839, protect the General Accounting Act and the 
function of the Comptroller General from executive avoidance and judicial 
whittling, without adding to the present scope and powers of this time-honored 
congressional safeguard of the constitutional function to raise and appropirate 
public revenues. As I know of no present necessity to increase the weU- 
considored powers of the General AcountiuR Office, I would not consciously lend 
support to any proposal to lessen or weaken or to avoid this essential office 
which objectively watches over the enormous expenditures of the Government, 
especially in its defenses, now so greatly extended to meet the uncertainties of a 
troubled world. 

For a more particular analysis and statement of my views on this proposal, I 
make reference to two statements of mine printed in the hearings before the 
Judiciary Committee of the Senate in February and March of 1952, and to the 
statements of others there printed and In the interest of this legislation. 
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Because of the pressure of time on the committee, I content myself with this 
statement in lieu of a personal appearance, in response to the invitation in your 
letter of July 22,1953. 

Respectfully, 
ALAS JOHNSTONE. 

Mr. GRAHAM. May I make this statement so there will be no mis- 
understanding? I liave fully explained to you the pressure under 
•which we are working today. If there should be a continuation of 
the Congress next week, truthfully and if the opportunity presents 
itself, we will continue these hearings at that time. Should we close 
on Saturday, I think it is utterly impossible to get it done. I fully 
realize tlie great need of enacting legislation and the difficulties under 
which the members of the contracting tirms are operating at the 
moment in view of this decision. But the President has indicated 
what he wants in the nature of, we will call it, must legislation. He 
has an agenda. Unfortunately for me, I am handling three of those 
things: Immigration, submerged lands, and I also serve on the Com- 
mittee on Governmental Operations, certain reorganizations of 
Government. 

At the moment, I see no opening, no opportunity to finish this, but 
I do assure you that it will be given full consideration at the earliest 
opportunity and before we break up and close, may we have the 
names of all those who wish to be called as witnesses at a future date 
and we will see that they are called and given opportunity just like 
Mr. Springer, that he would be called. 

Mr. HiNEs Mr. Chairman, I represent Douglas Aircraft. I simply 
want to say that especially in view of what has been said here this 
morning, I would like to reiterate the understanding that there will 
be an opportunity to be heard again.st the bill at a later time. 

Mr. GR.\HAM. I assure you that will be done. 
Mr. MCDANIKL. Glen McDaniel. I would like to add my name to 

those who would object. I am president of the Radio-Electronics- 
Television Manufacturers Association. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Any others? 
Mr. MARSHAIJ,. The Associated General Contractors of America 

wish to be heard not in opposition but in favor of the bill. 
Mr. JOHN HAYES. He is speaking for me and for President C. P. 

Street of the association. 
Mr. RtiDDiMAN. John W. Gaskins would like to be heard, I know, 

if the committee has hearings after September first. He will be out 
of the country until that time, so I know that he would want to appear 
if hearings are held after that time. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Ruddiman, you have touched on something that 
none of us knows and that is if we will be called back again. It is 
the general impression that we may be called back sometime in Sep- 
temfer or October. I think the thing that will influence it would be 
Senator Taft's condition and the situation we are in. So we will go 
right on at this session. 

Mr. JONES. I would respectfully ask that my name be kept on 
the list. 

Mr. MARKLEY. Washington Office of the Ford Motor Co. I under- 
stand that the Automobile Manufacturers Association has been invited 
to testify.   They were notified that the hearings had been called off. 
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I know that they want to be heard aftd I would like to be sure that 
their name is kept on the list. 

Mr. GRAH.MM. Your name will be kept on the list, Mr. Markley, and 
thank you. 

This whole proceeding has been so unexpected and so precipitated 
that none of us knew what the developments might be. 

If there is nothing more, we will move over and join the House. 
Thank you all very much. 
(Whereupon, at 10:45 a. m., the hearing was adjourned.) 
(The following statements and letters were submitted for the 

record:) 

STATEMENT OF CALiroRNiA MANUFACTUKERS ABSOC-IATION, R. K. CrTTEB, PRESIDENT 

The California Manufacturers Association, n statewide association of Cali- 
fornia manufacturers and processors, many of wboni are defense contractors and 
subcontractors,  recently conducted a survey of its  Defense Production Com- 
rnittee, consisting of 100 member companies, concerning S. 24, and the results 
sliowed almost unanimous opix)siti(in to this bill. 

The allcKcd purpose of the bill originally was to counteract the effect of the 
^Vunderlich case which reversed the Court of Claim.s and in effect held that 
trtie disputes clause precluded judicial review. S. 24, however, is cloudy as to 
f intent and recocnizes the jurisdiction of the Geneial .Vi-countinK Ollice which 
tnsia not previously been concerned with the disputes clause and which would 
c>nl.v add confusion to an .-ilready complicated nmtter. 

Further, It is alleged that the situation re.sultlns from the Wunderllch case 
txas been resolved by an amendment to the disputes clause in the armed services 
procurement regulation incorporated  into the regulation in the fall of 1952. 
It Is believed that S. 24, if enactetl, may nullify this disputes clause. 

The association certainly agrees with sec. 2 of S. 24 which states "No Govern- 
nient contract shall contain a provision making fltutl on a question of law the 
decision of an administrative official, representative, or Imard" but just aa 
strongly feels that the balance of the bill Is unnecessarily involved, Is not clear 
as to Intent and should not be acted upon at this time but should be the subject 
of careful study so the final law shall be so concise that there will l)e no doubt 
as to the contractor's right of appeal to the Court of Claims. 

STATEMENT OF PAIIL M. GRXRY, KXKCUTIVE VICE PBKJHDEST or THE 

NATIONAL EJr.ECTRtc.\i, CONTRACTOBS ASSOCIATION 

Mr. Chairman and meml>ers of the committee, my name is Paul M. Geary. I 
am executive vice president of tlie National Electrical f'cmtractors Association 
which for the past .52 years has .served as spokesman for tiie electrical contracting 
IndustO'. Among the a.ssodation's 3.200 members are included practically all 
of the independent specialty ele<'tricai contracting firms that i)erform con- 
tracts for electrical construction for tlie Federal Government. While the bulk 
of electrical construction to the Federal account is by subcontract, there is a 
considerable volume of imvwrtant work that is imdertaken l)y ele<'trical con- 
tractors as prime contractors with tiie Government. This is esiH>cially true 
on electrical transmission and distril)ntion projects of the Bureau of Reclamation 
and the various public power agencies. 

So the electrical contra(;tor is not without direct knowledge and experience 
with the subject the proposed legislation (H. R. 18:«), H. R. :««4, and S. 24) 
before this committee is addressed to—the matter of finality clauses in Fe<leral 
Government construction contracts. 

Kven in the instances of subcontracts, the electrical sultcontractor finds him- 
self .seriously involved because disputes over the interpretation of a si)eciHcation 
or clause In a contract concerns the subcontracted speciality work. Although 
the ele<-trical subcontractor does not deal directly with the Fe<leral agency at In- 
terest, he becomes tlie principal In trau.sactions and communications through the 
prime contractor. 
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It has been the experience of electrical contractors that most disputes over 
provisions of Federiil construction contracts oriprinate from loosely drawn, In- 
accurate specifications and plans. There has been a marked tendency in recent 
years for the I'Vderal construction procnring agencies to Ijypass or tisnrp the 
functions of the qualified i)rofesslonal architect and engineer and attempt to 
develop and present to the industry plans and siiecificatlons that, due to the 
inexperience of the drafters, are not definitive and are sometimes even mislead- 
intf. The industry thus is calle<i upon to establish a price on an lll-deflned 
l)asis. The result is bids all over the lot becau.se the bidders interpret the 
proposal variously. I'susally the too-eager, less-cautious bidder gets the job 
at a figure lie finds to be Ijeiow actual cost of production when the contracting 
ofiicer interprets tlie plans and .siK>cifications. 

Armed with the diitatoriai authority vested in him by the Supreme Court 
decision in the Wunderllch case, the contracting officer can become very arbitrary 
and, through caprice and whim, can inflict most serious iienalties uiwn tiie 
contractor. 

The fact that decisions of such contracting officers are not final but are subject 
to a review by the courts, brings to iiear in such cases a more careful approach 
on the ijart of these [luhlic .servants. It can be the diCterence between a 
rea.scmalile man and an autocrat. 

The bulk of cases involving disputes over provisions In Federal construction 
contracts come from the smaller contractors. Many of them do not have the 
time and the long years of experience in dealing with Federal agencies to avoid 
the.se pitfalls in doing business with their Government. Let me give you an 
example. I have here the specifications for a project that recently was awarded 
in West Virginia for installation of fluorescent lighting fixtures in a post oflioe. 
There are 4.') pages, many in fine tyr>e, the contractor must read. And he must 
read every line, for hidden in the various cross references are things that can 
make or break him. In addition to the specifications there are three blueprints 
that are a part of the plans he must review. On this project the Government 
Stipulated on the blueprints a notation that "all four-tul)e fixtures on the first 
and second floors are to be furnished by the Government and installed by the 
contractor." It is so stated on the blueprint. There were nine bidders—from 
West Virginia, Maryland. New York, Virginia, and Washltigton, I). C, and 
every one of them submitted a bid that did not allow for the contractor to buy 
these fixtures, the actual out-of-pocket cost to the contractor for them being 
In excess of $3,500. But In the fine print of the 7 pages of general conditions 
there Is a reference that could be interpreted as requiring the contractor to 
furnish this material. The agency involve<l frankly admitted an error In pre- 
paring the drawings yet the contractor Is being obliged to purchase this material 
out of his own pocket and proceed with the job. Certainly, justice in this case 
demands at least the right to court review. 

In California at an Air Force project a contracting officer has required an 
electrical contractor to place a long run of conduit In concrete although the 
plans and specifications do not call for that and sound engineering practice and 
custom in the industry does not require this costly and wasteful procedure in 
this Instance. Here, again, the public Interest can be served by subjecting such 
a capricious and arbitrary decision to court review. 

The vast majority of construction contracting officers of the Fe<leral Gov- 
ernment are careful, competent, and conscientious men. Tliey have a tremen- 
dous responsibility. It is not reasonable to assume that all of them can be 
thoroughly (lualified to handle all of the thousands of details in a construction 
proixjsal with pencil-jxiint accuracy and definitivenes.s. Theirs is a field of ac- 
tivity that calls for congressional guidance In the public interest. Already 
this committee has wisely acted to recommend the enactment of legislation that 
will help guide these public servants in doing a better job. I refer to the House 
Report No. 982 on the Federal Construction Contract Act (H. R. 1825). We 
trust that the Congress will enact that meritorious legislation i)romptly. The 
committee now has the opiwrtunlty to render further assistance In achieving a 
sounder Federal construction policy by reporting favorably this legislation in- 
volving finality clauses (H. R. lSi9 and S. 24). The National Electrical Con- 
tractors Association endorses this legislation in the form of H. R. 1S39 and S. 24 
and urges the committee to report favorably on it. 
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STATEMENT OF DAVID REICH 

I am appearing here on behalf of the American Bar Association. 
At the 75th annual convention of the association, held September 1952 at San 

Francisco, the following resolution was adopted: 
"That it is the opinion of the American Bar Association that the determiuation 

of contracting officers and reviewing officials under the finality clause of Gov- 
ernment contracts should be subject to judicial review, in accordance with the 
criteria of the Administrative Procedure Act, and that the section of adminis- 
trative law be authorized and directed to advance appropriate legislation to that 
end." 

We have studied the legislation pending before your sulK-ommittee and we 
find that both S. 24 and H. R. 1839 are in substantial accord with the wishes 
of the association in this matter.    We, therefore, recommend their enactment. 

The decision of the Supreme Court in United States v. Wunderlich (342 U. S. 
98, 96 L. ed. 113 (1951)), coming as it did on the heels of United Btaten v. Moor- 
nuin (338 V. S. 457, 94 L, ed. 256 (1950)), caused deep concern in business and 
legal circles. The effect of these decisions is to place contracting officers of the 
Government in a unique position among agency officials. They are now clothed 
with almost absolute power over contract disputes cases which frequently in- 
volve millions of dollars. They can decide with finality questions of fact as well 
as questions of law and the only apjjeai that may be taken from their niling is 
to the agency lt.self. The contractor with the Government, in such a case, can 
seek relief in the courts only if he can alleged and prove "conscious wrong- 
doing" on the part of the contracting officer, which Jlr. Justice Minton, on behalf 
of the majority of the court in the Wunderlich case, equated to "an intention 
to cheat or be dishonest." 

This is an impossible standard, as the majority of the Court Itself in Wiuider- 
Uch must have recognized, when it stated, "If the standard of fraud that we 
adhere to is too limited, that is a matter for Omgress" (96 I/, ed., at 116). The 
Congress itself was quick to take action. In the last session, the Senate pas.sed 
S. 2487, which is Identical in all respects with S. 24, which passed the Senate 
during this session. H. R. 1839 is the comimnion bill to S. 24, and as I have 
said above, these are the bills the enactment of which the American Bar Asso- 
ciation is recommending. 

There Is no valid reason for placing a contracting officer on a i)edestal of 
absolute authority suliject only to the review of an appeal board within his own 
agency. A contracting officer does not necessarily have the experlne-ss which is 
normally associated with persons who are authorize<l to make agency deter- 
minations. Frequently, a contracting officer is a member of the armed services, 
who Is assigned as a contracting officer for only a limited ijeriod. It may be but 
one of his tours of military duty. As contracting officer he may be on the staff 
of a general whose very command is concerned with the dispute to which this 
contracting officer is assigned. It is not unnatural for such a person to think 
the same way as his command, and to give more credence to evidence produced 
by his fellow officers than to that presented by persons in private life. Such a 
contracting officer may not Intend to do any wrong; unwittingly, he is just not 
impartial. Under the present ruling of the Supreme Court, his decision, how- 
ever, would not be subject to court attack despite the fact that it may be patently 
arbitrary, capricious, or rendered without due regard to the rights of the parties. 

H. R. 1839 can remedy this situation, since it will allow review by the courts 
ol any contract disputes decision which a court "finds fraudulent, grossly erro- 
neous, so mistaken as necessarily to Imply bad faith, or not supported by relia- 
ble, probative, and substantial evidence." An additional feature of this bill— 
and which makes it preferable to II. It. .S(i34—is that it prohibits any Govern- 
ment contract from containing any provision making the decision of an admin- 
istrative agency final on questions of law. The effect of H. R. 1839, therefore, Is 
to change legislatively the Wunderlich and Moorman decisions. 

We trust that action will be taken on this pending legislation before the end 
of the present session. Such legislation is needed immediately. If no action can 
be taken now, we would appreciate the opportunity to appear before you again. 
If neceasary. 

FEBOI'SON  &  BUKDEI.t., 
Seattle, Wash., July 28, 195S. 

Re S. 24, H. R. 1839, and H. P. 3634 
DBAB SIB: This is to thank you for your invitation to appear before Suljcom- 

mittee No. 1 and testify with respect to the foregoing bills and to advise you that 
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I will be unable to appear in person but would appreciate tbe opportunity of sub- 
niittlug the following written statement for the record. 

My law firm has represented contractors, subcontractors, and construction in- 
<lustry associations for many years. We have followed the course of legisla- 
tion which has been proposed to relieve the construction industry and the Gov- 
ernment of the burdens placed upon them by the Supreme Court in U. S. v. Wuti- 
derlich and strongly favor such legislation. 

I am sure that your committee has already been advised of the change In 
tlie law made by the Wunderlich decision and its unfortunate effect in in- 
c-reasing costs to the Government as well as those instances of abuse of power 
by contracting officers. In addition to these factors I favor the proposed legis- 
lation for the following reasons: 

Recent congressional policy has emphasized that it is abhorrent in our system 
of government to permit the Government to deal with its citizens unfairly and 
witliout adequate access to the courts. The Administrative Procedure Act, act 
of June 11, li)4« (c. 324, .5 U. S. C. sec. 1001, et seq.), determined that the courts 
should be able to review administrative decisions. Section 1009 (e) establishes 
that the courts may overturn administrative decisions wliere they are "arbitrary, 
capricious, an abuse of discretion" or "unsupported by substantial evidence." All 
of the criteria of justice and fair dealing that resulted in passage of the Admin- 
istrative Procedure Act apply with equal or greater force to the legislation now 
under consideration. 

No modification of policy by the executive branch of the Government will 
answer the problem. It is primarily the existence of the power, not its exercise, 
that injures the Government. Even if a policy should be adopted of not taking 
advantage of the Wunderlich decision that policy is subject to change without 
notice and indeed is subject to abuse at any time by any single contracting officer. 

It appears that the objectives of both H. K. 1839 and H. K. 3634 are the same. 
H. B. 1839 seems to accomplish that purpose more effectively, however, since it 
applies to all existing disputes and also prohibits contract finality provisions 
regarding questions of law. H. R. 3634, on the other hand, would appear to leave 
an hiatus in the law by permitting application of the Wunderlich decision to those 
disputes decided more than a year ago. No reason appears why the contractors 
affected by such a decision should be fortuitously penalized. 

We agree wholeheartedly with the dissenting opinions of Mr. Justice Douglas, 
Mr. Justice Reed, and Mr. Justice Jackson In the Wunderlich case.   We urge 
favorable consideration and passage of H. R. 1839. 

Very truly yours, 
CHAKLES S. BUBDELL. 

PHILCO COKP., 
PhiladelpfUa, Julp 29, 195S. 

Re 8. 24 
Mr. CHAUNCEY W. REED, 

Chairman of the Committee on the Judiciary, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. G. 

DEAB MB. REED : This is in reply to your letter of July 22, 1953 concerning the 
above subject. 

Since there are a large number of witnesses and since hearings are scheduled 
for only 1 day, we have decided in accordance with your suggestion, not to give 
oral testimony. In lieu thereof we are offering this letter for incorporation in 
the record of the hearing. 

We are not in favor of the bill because we feel that the existing procedure for 
settling disputes, although susceptible to improvement, is fundamentally a better 
procedure than that suggested by the present bill. To change the present pro- 
cedure would only cast doubt upon decisions of the Armed Services Board of 
Contract Appeal and needlessly consume valuable time. 

Glen McDaniel, president of the Radio Television Manufacturers' Association 
(RTMA), plans to present personally the Industry's position to this bill at the 
hearing on July 30.   We wish to go on record in favor of this position. 

I appreciate the courtesy which yon have extended to permit us to present our 
views of the subject bill. 

Yours truly, 
PHILCO COKP., 
J. H. GnxiES, 

Vice President—Government and Industrial Division. 
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NATIONAL FEBERATION OF AMERICAN SHIPPING. INC.. 
Waahington, D. C, July 9, 1953. 

Hon. CHAUNCEY W. REED, 
Chuimian, Committee on the Judiciary, 

House 0/ Representatives, Washington, D. G. 
DEAR MR. REEI>: S. 24 which Is pending before your committee provides that 

no provision of an.v contract entered into by the United States relating to the 
finality or conclu.siveue8s of a decision of an administrative oflBcial of the United 
States' in a dispute involving a question of fact arising thereunder shall be 
pleaded as limiting judicial review of any such decision to cases in which fraud 
by such official is alleged. Any such provision is made void with respect to 
decisions which the General Accounting Office or a court finds fraudulent, grossly 
erroneous, so mistaken as necessarily to imply bad faith, or not supported by 
reliable, probative, and substantial evidence. Government contracts are pro- 
hibited from containing provisions making final on questions of law the decisions 
of administrative officials. 

The purpose of the bill is to overcome the inequitable effect of a Supreme Court 
decision (United States v. Wnnderlich, Sup. Ct. Oct. term 1951) holding that 
where Government contracts provide that disputes concerning questions of fact 
arising thereunder are to be decided by Government representatives, such deci- 
sions shall be conclusive on the parties In the absence of a finding of "fraud." 
The Supreme Court said that "fraud" meant "conscious wrong doing, an Inten- 
tion to cheat or be dishonest." The effect of the holding is to prohibit judicial 
review of decisions of Government officials in such instances, since it is practically 
ImiKjssible to prove fraud on the part of Government officials. 

As the representative of a majority of deepwater American-flag shipping, the 
Federation wishes to express its support of the purpose of S. 24. However, the 
Federation urges that the bill be amended so as to delete the provision permitting 
review by the General Accounting Office of decisions of administrative officials. 
The effect of the provision is to set up the General Accounting Office as a "court 
of claims." It is unnece.ssary to point out that an agency of the legislative branch 
of the Government should not be used to perform functions intended for the 
Judicial branch. 

The statement is made in Senate Report No. 82 which accompanied S. 24 
"that it Is not Intended to narrow or restrict or chanae In any way the present 
Jurisdiction of tlie General Accounting Office, either in the course of a settlement 
or upon audit; that the languaire In question Is not Intended either to grant any 
new Jurisdiction, but simply to recognize the jurisdiction which the General 
Accounting Office already has". If such is the purpose of the bill, tlie provision 
ajjpears to be entirely unneces.sary. The General Accounting Office already has 
suttkicnt authority for passing upon the validity of exiiendltures of pulilic funds, 
and to settle and adjust claims by or against the United States. 

The Federation also urges that the bill be amended so as to make it quite 
clear that it will not he necessary for a contractor to prove that a decision of 
an administrative official is both fraudulent and erroneous in order for a 
court to find that a finality clause is void. This can be accorajilished by in.sertion 
of the word "or" immediately after the word "fraudulent" in line 11, page 2, 
of the bill. 

The contractor should not in any event tie required to prove that a decision is 
"so mistaken as necessarily to Imply bad faith". This Is tantamount to re(|ulr- 
Ing proof of "conscious wrongdoing, an intention to cheat or be dishonest" on 
the part of the administrative official. Obviously, jiroof of this nature is diffi- 
cult, if not inip<issilile. Tlie phrase reading "so mistaken as necessarily to imply 
bad faith" should, therefore, he stricken from the bill. 

The Federation respectfully urges that S. 24 be amended as it has suggested, 
and re(|uests that this letter be lncorporate<l In the record of any hearings which 
may be Iield by your committee. 

Very truly yours, 
A. U. KREBS, Counsel. 
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ASSOCIATION OF AMEIUCAN SHIP OWNERS, 
Nile York, N. Y.. July 27, 1953. 

Re S. 24, H. R. ia39, H. R. 3634 
Hon. CHAUNCF;Y W. REED, 

Chairman, CmnmUtre on the Judiciary, Home of Representative*, 
Washington, D. C. 

MY DEAK MB. ("HAIHMA.N : The iiurposp of this letter is to express our approval 
of S. 24 wliich has already been passed by the Senate. The puriMise of the blU 
Is to reinstate the coiistrwtion of the "finality clause" in Government contracts 
that generally obtained before the Supreme Court's recent decision in the Wunder- 
lich case. We hope the hill will he favorably reiK)rted by your committee and 
approved by the House. We would appreciate it if you would lncori)orate this 
letter expressing our views in the record of the hearings. 

This association is composed entirely of Amercan-tlap shiiwwners, all of which 
operate without subsidy aid under the Merchant Marine Act, li)30. Tlie mem- 
bers include some of the oldest and best-established American shippini^ 
companies. 

As an example of the interest of our members in the principle imderlyiUK the 
purpo.ses of the above bill, we would like to call the committee's attention to 
the form of time charter under which the Military Sea Transportation Servlc-e 
employs the services of American vessels. In substance, that charter provides 
that the shipowner shall furnish the Navy with a specified vessel together with 
B full crew for a designated ix'riiKl of time and at an agreed rate of charter 
hire calculated to cover all normal o|)eratinK costs. The charter party contains 
the standard form of finality clause providing that whenever there is any dispute 
concerning a question of fact, the decision of the .Secretary of the Navy or his 
authorized reiiresentative shall lie "final and conclusive." 

Under the charter, the 8hip<jwner in general bears all the crew costs. "When- 
ever it is ne<'essury," however, to employ a crew for si-rvices normally performed 
by longshoremen (services requiring the payment of overtime under ai>])licable 
colUK-tive bargaining agreements between the .shipowner and the unions), then 
the charter provides that the Navy has to bear the so-called overtime costs for 
such work. Under the Wundcrlicb decision, an authorized representative of 
the Navy might arbitrarily declare that longshore work required by the Navy 
to be done wa.s in fact, not necessary and to di.sclaim all liability regardless 
of the true facts. 

Another instance of possible injustice to the shljwwner that might re.sult from 
the finality clause as construed by the Sujireme Court may be pertinent. The 
charter party provides that at the end of the charter i)erio(l the Navy is obligated 
to repair all vessel damages caused by its stevedores. Under the doctrine of the 
Wunderlich case the Navy coulrl arbitrarily <'laini that such damages were not. 
In fact, caused by its stevedores and disclaim any liability for repair. In this 
Instance, even assuming the Navy concedes Its liability, it may elect under the 
charter pjirty to jxiy "a sum to be agreed upon" between it and the shipowner, 
representing the estimated cost of the rejiair work plus the charter hire for 
the time which such work should take. If there is disagreement as to the amount 
owe<l by the Navy, such disagreement nnder the chiirter party is to be regarded 
as a "dispute concerning a question of fact" and the amount the Navy sets is con- 
sidered to be "final and conclusive." 

Thtis, imder the doctrine of the Wunderlich case, the Navy is in effect given 
a blank check to determine the dollar amount of its admitted liability and to do 
so without fear of reversal, though It may have acted arbitrarily, perversely, or 
in iMid faith. 

W'e think it is important that the right to judicial review in ca.ses such as those 
outlined above should l)e preserved, not only to Insure justice for private con- 
tractors dealing with the Government but to protect the system of checks and 
balances on which our Government is based and to limit the possible abuse of 
administrative discretion that Is encouraged by the grant of arbitrary power. 

The omsiderations set forth above apply also, of course, to H. R. 1839 and 
H. R. 3634. We have chosen to support S. 24 simply because the Senate has 
already passed it. 

Tours sincerely, 
GEORGE W. MORGAN, President. 
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SHIPBUIXnEBS CJODNCIL OF AMERICA, 
New York, N. Y., June 11,1953. 

Subject: H. R. 1839 and S. 24, Judicial review ot OoTernment contract disputes. 

Hon. CHAUNCSTT W. REED, 
Chairman, House Committee on the Judiciary, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR MB. CHAIRMAN : At the time tlie Senate Judiciary Committee of tlie 82d 

Congress liad under consideration various proposed bills to resolve the situation 
created by the Supreme Court's decision in the "Wunderlich" and "Moorman" 
cases, the Shipbuilders Council of America .submitted a statement to the Senate 
committee stating the views of Its members and recommending that any measure 
enacted by the Congress should: 

"tirst, state tliat no contract entered into by the United States shall hereafter 
contain any clause which would limit the contractor's riglit to judicial review 
of any questions of fact and of law arising out of the contract and that any such 
provision in existing contracts shall be void. 

"Second, state that, as to questions of fact, there may also l>e included in tlie 
contract a provision for a right of appeal by the contractor to some tribunal or 
l)oard of contract arbitration, which body would be constituted and appointed 
in such a way as to insure the contractor of an impartial decision on all the 
evidence as to such question of fact, without limiting the contractor's right to a 
subsequent judicial review of any such matter." 

The members of the council are pleased to note that your bill H. R. 1839 and 
its Senate counterpart, S. 24, also before your committee, propose a solution sub- 
stantially along these lines. 

It is hojjed that your committee will take appropriate action to the end tliat 
this most important measure wiii become law at this session. 

There is attached hereto for your information a copy of the statement sub- 
mitted by the council to the Senate committee last year on this subject. 

Respectfully yours, 
L. R. SANFORU, President. 

STATEMENT BT SHIPBCILDEBS COUNCIL OF AMERICA 

This statement is filed on behalf of the members of the Sliipbuiiders t'ouncil 
of America, an association comprising representatives from substantially all of 
the major shipbuilding and ship repairing companies of the United States. 

Roughly, as of February 1, 1952, it Is estimated that approximately 57 percent 
of the total number of vessels of over 1,000 tons under construction in the ship- 
yards represented by the council are subject to Government contract forms and 
procedures. 

With respect to ship repairing, it is not possible to arrive at any firm dis- 
tribution figure as between Government and private commercial repair work. 
However, the latest figures released by the Maritime Administration show that, 
as of February 1, 1952, the active American merchant marine consisted of 2,040 
vessels, of which 763 were Government-owned. Not included in these figures 
are a very considerable numl)er of vessels owned by the Military Sea Transport 
Service, Department of the Navy, which are also in active service and which 
are put into private American shipyards for repairs under Government contract 
formjs and procedures. Some additional repair and conversion work is also 
allocated to the private yards by the Navy with respect to its other vessels and 
from time to time vessels owned by the Coast Guard and other Government 
agencies provide a limited volume of work. Summing up the above, it can be 
readily seen that the percentage of the total dollar volume of ship repairs done 
in the yards of members of the council subject to Government contract procedures 
and forms is very considerable. 

Each ship construction or ship repair contract where a Government vessel 
Is Involved, includes a disputes clause in some form. 

In view of the above, it is evident that the members of the Shipbuilders Council 
of America have a substantial Interest in the legislation under consideration 
by the committee. Also, by virtue of their many years of practical experience 
with operation under Government contracts, they feel that their views should 
be given consideration by the committee. 

As has been indicated, the members of the council have contractual relations 
with a number of Government agencies. Each of these agencies, in turn, has its 
own form of contract or contracts designed to fit its own particular need and 
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reflecting In Its draftsmanship, to the extent permissible by law, the particular 
philosophy of those In power in the agencj-. Over the years, therefore, it can 
be appreciated by the committee that the members of the «)uncil have partici- 
pated ill a considerable number of contract negotiations with these various 
agencies to arrive at appropriate clauses but without too much success. 

With particular reference to the disputes clause, the members of the council 
have rei>eatedly advanced the view that—as a minimum—where there arises a 
dispute which cannot be resolved by negotiation and mutual agreement, then 
the contract should provide for the right to appeal to some impartial person or 
board for flnal settlement by a process similar to arbitration. In some contracts, 
the industry has teen successful in having such a provision included, in other 
eases it has not. In any event, the disputes clause has varied from contract to 
contract and from agency to agency. 

The committee may find of interest the following chronologies! 1 summary of 
a recent negotiation with the Maritime Administration in which the disputes 
clause incidentally figured. Neither the council nor any of its members has any 
desire to reflect upon the Maritime Administration by this reference, as relations 
with that agency have been reasonably satisfactory, but, under the Wunderlich 
decision, ttie legal remedies heretofore available have been sulistantially curtailed. 

Oa January 6, 1951, the 81st Congress enacted Public Law 911 which author- 
ized and provided funds to tlie Maritime Administration to undertake the con- 
struction of a number of Mariner-type cargo vessels. Although the Maritime 
Admini.stration liiid a number of contrncis under it-; supervision at the time, 
emergency conditions and a number of other factors had indicated that a new 
form of shipbuilding contract was desirable and actually, as a preparedness 
move, the Administration had been discussing such a new contract with the 
industry for some time. Djrinsr these di.scussinns the .Administration proposed 
a draft of contract which Included the following disputes clause. 

"Article 32—Disputes: It at any time (including the guaranty periods specified 
herein) any doubts or disputes arise concerning any question under this contract, 
or as to anything in the drawing.s. plans, or speclflcations, tlie matter shall be 
referred at once to the Maritime Administration, and Its decision in the ijremises 
shall be conclusive and binding upon the parties hereto." 

In a letter to the Administration as to Ihis clause, the council stated Ihat: 
"It is the opinion of the council and the industry that, in event of disputes of 

whatever nature, which cannot be resolved by negotiation and mutual agreement, 
same should be handled by arbitration rather by unilateral Government decision. 
It is recommended that such a provision be made." 

The Maritime Administration thereupon redrafted the article and resubmitted 
it to the industry for further comment, in the following form : 

"Article 32—Disputes : If at any time (including the guaranty periods specified 
herein) any doubts or disputes arise concerning any question under this contract, 
or as to anything in the drawings, plans, or specifications, tlie matter shall be 
referred at once to the Maritime Administrator, and his decision (or that of a 
board or committee designated by liim tn act for him in the premises) shall be 
conclusive and binding upon the parties hereto." 

In reply to this revision the council, writing for the industry. Informed the 
Maritime Administration that: 

"This nrticle already has been revised to include the appointment of a board 
or committee designated by the Administrator to act for him in the premises, but 
such a revision has no practical advantage without an opportunity for the con- 
tractor to appear at a hearing before such board or committee and present his 
case. Without such a hearing, any decision rendered is still a unilateral decision 
based upon a report of the Administrator's representative without the benefit of 
evidence presented by the contractor who, in such cases, stands in the .shoes of a 
defendant who certainly is entitled to his day in court. This article should be 
rewritten to provide for a hearing, if requeste<I by the contractor, before the 
Administrator or board or committee designated by him to act for him in the 
premises." 

The final form of contract sieiied by the various shipyards building the 
Mariner vessels Includes a clause further revised as follows : 

"Article 32—Disputes: If at any time (including the guaranty periods speci- 
fied herein) any doubts or di.sputes arise concerning any que.s'tion under this 
contract, or as to anything in the drawinirs. plans or specifications, the matter 
shall he referred at once to the Maritime Administrator, and liis decision (or that 
of a board or committee designated by him to act for him in the premises), after 

44412—54—3 
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consideration of the facts presentefl by both parties, shall l>e conclusive and bindr 
ing upon the parties hereto as to matters of fact and of law." 

The committee will note that the Administration ajrreed to allow the contractor 
to present his case to the board or committee hut, at the same time and without 
previous warnlni:, revised the laneuaire to specifically state that the flndinss 
of such person or persons would be conclusive not only as to matters of fact but 
also as to matters of law. 

As thus written the Maritime Administration shipbuilding contract dl.sputes 
clause Is even more objectionable than the clause which the Supreme Court 
considered in the VVunderlich <lecision yet it was accepted reluctantly by the 
shipyards because practical considerations make it impossible for them to take a 
firm position in such matters. The Supreme Court's olxservation in the Wunder- 
lich decision that contractors are not compelled or coerced into making the con- 
tract may be true in some instances and in some industries, but, in view of the 
volume of work originatinp; with the Government and the need for that work by 
the shipbuildinR and ship repiirinj? Industry, it is certainly an unrealistic view- 
point if applied to that industry. 

Based on the above history of negotiations with respect to the disputes clause 
In the present Mariner contracts, and al.so because of their experience over the 
years with respect to other contract negotiations pertinent to this clause, the 
members of the council are convinced that Congress must act in this matter. 
They feel that the mecrhanisms and right to review of di.sputes of questions of 
fact or law arising under their contracts .should nr)t be a .subject for continual 
negotiation each time new contract discussions are undertaken with a Govern- 
ment agency but are matters which should be permanently settled by i)niper 
legislation of a positive nature. 

The members of the council, however, do not advocate for Government con- 
tracts any remedies which they do not already have, as a matter of law, in 
respect to their private contracts. 

The members of the council do not feel that any of the bills so far Introduced 
would provide a .satisfactory solution of the present situation. They request 
that legislation be enacted which would approach the problem In a positive 
rather than a negative way. In other words, they would restrii-t the kinds 
of disputes clauses that may be included in Government contracts and take them 
out of the matters which would be suliject to negotiation between the contractor 
and the Government. 

SiH'cittcally the members of the council recommend that any measures enacted 
by the Congress should : 

First, state that no contract entered Into by the United States shall here- 
after contain any clause which would limit the contractor's right to judicial 
review of any questions of fact and of law arising out of the contract and that 
any such provision in existing contracts shaU be void. 

Se<'ond, state that, as to questions of fact, there may also be included in 
the contract a i)rovision for a right of apr>eal by the contractor to some tribunal 
or board of contract arbitration which body would be constituted and appointed 
in such a way as to insure the contractor of an impartial decision on all the 
evidence as to such question of fact, without limiting the contractor's right to 
a subsequent judicial review of any such matter. 
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HOUSE OF REI'RKSKNTATIVES, 
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Wwihington, D. C. 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a. m., in loom 34fi, 

Old House Office, Hon. Louis E. Graham   (chairman)   presiding: 
Pi-esent: Messrs. Graham, Hyde, Celler, Walter, Frazier, and Miss 

Thompson. 
Also present: Mr. William P'oley. convmittee counsel. 
Mr. GR,\H.\M. A quorum is present, and the committee will come to 

order. 
Our first witness scheduled for today was the chairman of our com- 

mittee, Mr. Reed. He has been delayed in arriving. Mr. Willis of the 
conmiittee is present, and we will have him as the fii^st witness. 

STATEMENT OF HON. EDWIN E. WILLIS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF LOUISIANA 

Mr. WiLiJS. Mr. Chairman, I am thankful to the subcommittee to 
listen to me just for a moment on the bill I introduced, H. R. 6946. 
As author of the bill, however, it is not my intention to press the sub- 
committee for the approval of my particular bill, because I have lu) 

S!'ide of authorship. My idea is to see that legislation is enacted, 
f my own knowledge, I know the work that this subconunittee has 

done in connection with the decision of the Supreme Court in the 
Wunderlich case. 

The provisions of the bill I introduced are, of course, substantially 
along the lines of the other bills before the subconunittee. 

(The bill, H. R. 61)46, is as follows:) 
[H. R. 0!H6, S.Sd Cong., 2d sess.] 

A BILL To permit review of decisions of Government contracting officers involving gues- 
tlonH of fact arlKlng under Government contracts in cases other than tliose In which 
fraud Is alleged, and for other purpotes 

lie it eruictcd hy the Senate and House of Rcpresentntivvx of the United States 
of America in Coviiiess axifrnibl-cd. That no provision of any contract entered 
into by tlie United States, relating to the fiiialit.v or conclusiveiiess, in a dispute 
Involving a question arisinj; under sm-h contract, of any decision of an adminis- 
trative official, rejiresentative, or hoard, shall lie pleaded as limiting .judicial re- 
view of any such decision to cases in which fraud by sucli oflicial, representative, 
or board is alleged; and any such provision shall be void with respect to any 
such decision which a court, having jurisdiction, finds fraudulent, grossly erro- 
neous, so luistalcen as necessarily to imply bad faith, or not supported by reliable, 
probative, and substantial evidence. 

31 
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See. 2. No Government contract shall contain a provision making final on a 
question of law the decision of an administrative official, representative, or 
board. 

Mr. WILLIS. After the Supreme Court handed down its decision in 
November of 1951 concerning the finality disputes chiuse in Govern- 
ment contracts, judicial review of disputes concerning questions of 
fact was foreclosed unless the aggrieved party alleged and proved 
fraud with respect to the decision of the contracting officer or the 
department head. The Court used these words: "By 'fraud' we mean 
conscious wrong-doing, an intention to cheat or be dishonest." 

I am sure that you have heard before and will hear today the serious 
problems that have resulted from this decision. One has only to con- 
sider the number of business firms and the volume of Government 
contracts involved in order to comprehend the gravity of the problem 
which has been created by the Wunderlich decision. If the situation 
is permitted to stand, the traditional American sense of fair play can 
never operate in this field of Government contracts. I, for one, have 
always been a firm believer in permitting an aggrieved party to a 
dispute to have his day in court. I do not mean to impugn tlie honesty 
or integrity of any Government employee or official, but I do believe 
that the utmost fairness in a dispute can be achieved only by per- 
mitting recourse to the courts, anci it should be kept in mintl that this 
Wunderlich decision could react and has reacted unfavorably to the 
Government where the Government felt it was the aggrieved party. 

I have heard certain objections raised to the enactment of this legis- 
lation, but I have not found any substantial merit in these objections. 
It has been said, for instance, that the enactment of the legislation 
might result in a flood of litigation. I am not sure that tliat would 
be true. I doubt it. But that is certainly a dangerous doctrine to 
embrace. In other words, it is certainly un-American to say, "In 
order to relieve the courts of work, we shall deny people a cause of 
action." Our courts were created to administer justice to all, that 
is the sole reason for their existence. The volume of cases is of no 
concern. 

Another statement that has been raised against these bills is that 
there is no need for them because many of the agencies have altered 
their rules and regulations concerning the finality disputes clause. 
In this respect, I wish to point out that while it may be so today, we 
have no guarantee it will be tomorrow. 

In conclusion, I wish to urge most strongly that the committee take 
immediate favorable action to report out a bill which will give a sense 
of balance and security to both the contractors and the Government. 
My study and analysis of the problem have led me to the inevitable 
conclusion that enactment of legislation such as this is and can be the 
only sound, equitable solution to the problem which has resulted from 
the Wunderlich decision. 

Mr. GRAHAM. When you have finished with any interrogation on 
the part of the members of the subcommittee, will you join with the 
membeis of the committee? Mr. Walter, is there anything you wish 
to ask him? 

;Mr. WALTER. Of course, the argument that the enactment of this 
legislation would bring about much litigation is a very familiar one. 
That was the argument advanced at the time the Administrative 
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Procedures Act was enacted into law, and of course that just didn't 
happen. Do you not feel that the mere existence of tliis law would 
bring about more fair decisions, or at least eliminate to some extent 
the possibility of them being unfair, unjust, and improjwr decisions? 

Mr. WILLIS. I think so. Fundamentally, it would seem to me that 
the contracting officers themselves would want to be saved the em- 
barrassment of treading on the field of fraud, and they would lean 
backward. As it stands now, I think it would be a wholesome thing 
to enact the law. 

Mr. GRAHAM. We are very glad this morning to welcome Mr. Hyde 
to our subconmiittee.    Do you have any questions i 

Mr. HYDE. The only question that occurred to me was that you 
mentioned there miglit be a time when the Government was the ag- 
grieved party. Witli tlie present procedure, the Government is not 
likely to be tlie aggrieved party? 

Mr. Wiujs. It could be. It could very well be, because here you 
are dealing with fraud, and the court says that in order to have relief 
one must be guilty of fraud. Now, a contracting officer who hands 
down a decision against the Government can very adversely affect 
tlie Govermneiit itself, uiul the Government some of these days might 
find a decision very much against itself. The decision works both 
ways, in that tliere is no appeal eitlier way from the holding of the 
contracting officer imless a sliowing of fraud is made, and the Gov- 
ernment itself might be caught some of these days under this Wunder- 
lich decision.    I know of one case wlien tlie court so ruled. 

In tlie area I am particularly concerned about, public works in the 
field of fi(K)d control and levee building, drainage and irrigation, this 
•Strikes at supplying the Army, the Navy, and all departnientvS of the 
Government in this general field of Government contracts. So the 
Government itself might be hull some of these days. 

Mr. H^7>K. I am not as familiar as some of the other memliers with 
this, but is the effect of tlie law now to give the contracting officer the 
final word on tlie question of fact? 

Mr. Wii.Lis. Exactly, excepting where you can show that the con- 
tracting officer intended to cheat one side. Now, those are rough 
words. The Supreme Court used the words that unless there is a 
showing that he was dishonest to the extent of wanting to cheat, you 
cannot overrule the contracting officer on matters of fact. 

Mr. HYDK. If the contracting officer makes a finding, under what cir- 
cumstances would the Government be the one to take an appeal or 
want to take an appeal ? Who would be the one in the Government 
to say, "We are going to take an appeal"? 

Mr. AViujs. I imagine the General Accounting Office would be 
interested, and the Department of Justice and the Department of 
Defense. Suppose a dispute arises in the interpretation of the mean- 
ing of the plans and specifications or what constitutes extras in the 
contract and what constitutes default and what constitutes reasonable 
performance, and the various elements that we lawyers know are 
presented in mattei-s of public contracts and an issue is drawn between 
the contractor and the (iovernment. And then on matters of fact 
the contracting officer holds one way. Tlien neither side has recourse 
unless there is a showing that the contracting officer was dishonest, 
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was guilty of fraud, or intended to cheat someone.   Those are the 
words of the Supreme Court. 

Mr. HYDE. Tliank you. 
Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Reed, you are the next witness. 

STATEMENT OF HON. CHAUNCEY W. REED, A EEPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF ILLINOIS 

Mr. REKD. Mr. Cliairman, and meml)ers of the subcommittee, my 
purpose in appearing before you this morning is to m-ge upon you 
prompt and favorable consideration of the legislation which would 
permit judicial review of the decisions of contracting officere. I fully 
realize your knowledge and familiarity both with the bills now pend- 
ing before you, including H. R. 183!), of which I am the author, as 
well as the seriousness of this problem. You know full well the im- 
pact and ramifications that have jesulted from the decisions of the 
Supreme Court in the Moorman and Wundelich cases. 

Many witnesses who will appear before you today will, I am sure, 
cover not only those decisions but also the problems that have arisen 
because of them. I am interested in seeing prompt and favorable 
action on a bill which will solve this problem to the satisfaction and 
best interests not only of the Government but also of the private 
contractors. 

Since the last hearing by this subconmiittee on these bills, I have 
received a letter from the Comptroller General of the ITnited States, 
dated December 30. 1953. In this letter lie suggests an amendment in 
the nature of a substitute for the language now contained in the bill 
S. 24 and in my bill, H. R. 1839. In that regard, I would like to quote 
from that letter: 

Since the end of the past session of Congress this Office has given tlie matter 
further consideration and the subject has been discussed with various adminis- 
trative officials and representatives of industry. As a result a substitute draft 
of a bill has been developed as follows : 
AN ACT To permit revipw of deplsltms of the heads of riepnrtnients, or their representa- 

tives   or   boards,   Involving   questions   nri.'^inff  under   Government   contrftcts 

Be it enacted by the Senate and IIOUKC of Rrpreseniatives of the United States 
of Americc in Congress assembled. That no provision of any contract entered into 
l)y the United States, relating to the finality or conclusiveness of any decision of 
the head of any department or ajrency or his duly authorized representative or 
board in a dispute involving a question arising under such contract, shall be 
pleaded as limiting judicial review of any such decision to cases where fraud 
by such official or his said representative or board is alleged : ProHded, hoiverer. 
That any such decision shall be final and conclusive unless the same is fraudulent 
or capricious or arbitrary or so grossly erroneous as necessarily to imply bad 
faith, or is not supported l)y substantial evidence. 

SKO. 2. No Government contract shall contain a provision making final on a 
question of law the decision of any administrative official, representative, or board. 

We have reason to believe that should the Congress decide to enact legislation 
on tills subject there would be no opposition to this substitute language by various 
representatives of industry groups, including The Associated General Contractors 
of America. Inc.. the Aircraft Industries Association of America, Inc.. and the 
Radio-Electronics-Television Manufacturers Association. And representatives of 
interested administrative agencies have indicated to us that while they believe 
no legislation is necessary there would be little or no opposition to the particular 
language of this substitute draft. In ray judgment this .substitute language will 
accomplish what we have been .striving for all along and will place the General 
Accounting Office in precisely the same situation it was in before the decisions in 
the Wunderlich and Moorman cases. 
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P'or the reasons indicated above, and in the belief tliat there might be little 
difficulty in obtaining the enactment thereof, I strongly recommend that the draft 
bill quoted herein be substituted for S. 24 and H. K. 1839 and that action thereon 
be taken at an early date. Uepresentatives of this Office will be available to 
discuss the matter with you or members of your staff at any time should you so 
desire. 

Sincerely yours, 
LINDSAY WAKBEN. 

In conclusion, gentlemen, let me say that your witnesses will un- 
doubtedly have further comment upon the proposed amendment of 
the Comptroller General. I wish to repeat that I cannot urge too 
strongly my desire that a bill be enacted as quickly as possible. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Tliank you.   Any questions? 
Mr. WALTER. Just one question, Mr. Chairman. In your opinion 

what effect would the enactment of any of these bills have on existing 
contracts, including those that are already in the courts? 

Mr. REED. I do not know if there would be any. 
Mr. WALTER. In other words, you feel that the enactment of this 

legislation would apply only to contracts entered into after the adop- 
tion of the law. Do you not feel that perhaps we ought to consider 
during the course of the hearings the advisability of making the legis- 
lation we enact applicable to existing contracts? 

Mr. REED. I would think so. 
Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Willis, any questions? 
Mr. WILLIS. I am very much interested in the point developed by 

Mr. Walter. I think we are dealing here with a rule of evidence and 
not with a question of substantive law, and that therefore it would be 
certainly proper and we certainly would have the authority to extend 
the effect of this bill to all contracts now in existence and those under 
dispute. I think as a matter of law it can be done, and I think it should 
be considered. 

Another point, Mr. Chairman, that we had better question some of 
the witnesses on is the sharp question of a mixed question of law and 
fact. The contracting officer may say, "Yes, but this is a mixed ques- 
tion of law and fact, and this bill doesn't apply." I think we should 
develo]) that in the course of the hearing. 

Mr. GRAHAM. For the benefit of the witnesses this afternoon, we 
have before the House a very important bill, the "West Point of the 
Air." Undoubtedly, there will be a quorum call and also a rollcall. 
We know we have a large number of witnesses, and we want to accom- 
modate you the best we can. May I take a poll of the committee. 
First of all, would you be willing to sit this afternoon, realizing you 
may be called back and forth for rollcall and quorum ciill, or would 
you prefer to go over until tomorrow and sit continuously all day, with 
the hope there would be no interruption? 

We are trying to accommodate the witnesses as best we can. We 
know there are many witnesses, but it is veiy irritating to run back 
and forth to answer these calls.   W^hat do you say, Mr. Hyde? 

Afr. HYDE. Whatever is the pleasure of the committee is satisfactory 
to me. 

Mr. GRAHAM. When we quit today, we will quit promptly at 11:45, 
in order that everyone will get over there, and we will resume at 10 
o'clock tomorrow morning, with the expectation of going through.   If 
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that is thoroughly understood, we will proceed with the next witness, 
who is Mr. E. L. Fisher, General Counsel of the General Accounting 
Office.   Mr. Fislier, will you come forward, please. 

STATEMENT OF E. L. FISHER, GENERAL COUNSEL, GENERAL 
ACCOUNTING OFFICE, ACCOMPANIED BY R. F. KELLER, ASSIST- 
ANT TO THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL 

Mr. FISHER. Mr. Chairman, I have a prepared statement, but be- 
fore reading my prepared statement I would like to correct an im- 
pression that is in the record now, and that is the statement in the 
Comptroller General's letter of December 30, lOoS, tliat the chairman 
of the full committee read a moment ago that we liad reason to believe 
that the Associated General Contractors of America had no objection 
to the so-called substitute language. We were under the impression 
they had no objection, but we were mistaifen. I think perhaps they 
do. I just want the record to show that we retract any implication 
in that letter as to them. 

I appreciated the opportunity to appear today because the subject 
matter of this hearing is of vital importance not only to the General 
Accounting Office but to the entire Government. 

The Budget and Accounting Act of 1921 and the Budget and Ac- 
counting Procedures Act of 19.50 v-est authority in tlie Comptroller 
General of the United States as the agent of the Congress, to examine 
and audit the financial transactions of the Government. By .section 
305 of the earlier act, Congress provided that claims by and against 
the United States and all accounts whatever in wiiich the Government 
of the United States is concerned shall be settled and adjusted in the 
General Accounting Office. 

It has generally been regarded, by force of the tenns of these 
statutes that payments made by public officers in the transaction of the 
Government's business were subject to a determination by the General 
Accounting Office, as to the legal propriety thereof—that such pay- lal p 

led b ments were not final until settled by the General Accounting Office 
Accordingly, in transactions involving an expenditure of public funds 
the General Accounting Office has determined the actual conditions 
underlying the terms of any contractual agreement and if, upon the 
facts developed, it appeared that a contractor had been unjustly en- 
ridied at the public expense, the General Accounting Office would 
take tlie necessary action to recover any amount overpaid. By tlie 
same token, a contractor who felt he was entitled to an additional 
amount under a contract could present a claim to the General Account- 
ing Office for settlement, irrespective of the administrative action 
taken in the matter. 

Mr. CELLER. Will you pardon me at that point. How long would 
it take before the General Accounting Office would act? 

Mr. FISHER. That would vary, I would say, from 1 day to several 
years. 

Mr. CELLER. I would say the emjihasis is on the several years. 
Mr. (iRAHAM. Go ahead and finish your statement. 
Mr. FISHER. This authority must exist consistent with the directions 

in .section 305 of the 1921 act that all accounts and claims shall be 
adjusted and settled in the General Accounting Office.    This is pre- 
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cisely the same authority heretofore exercised by the courts and, of 
course, contractors have a right of appeal to the courts from the deter- 
minations of the General Accounting Office. 

It has been customary in Government contracts to provide that all 
disputes concerning questions of fact arising under the contract shall 
be decided by the contracting officer whose decision sliall be final and 
conclusive between the parties subject to the right of the contractor 
to appeal to the head of the agency concerned within a limited period 
of time. In the past, questions of fact so decided were not disturbed 
by the General Accounting Office or the courts unless the action of 
the administrative officer was fraudulent, arbitraiy, capricious, grossly 
erroneous, or without foundation in fact. However, in the recent 
case of United States v. Wunderlich, the Supreme Court held that 
under such contract provision the decision of the deciding official on 
a question of fact remains final "unless it was founded on fraud, al- 
leged and proved."   In this regard the Court stated that—, 
frnufl Is in essence the exception. By fraud we mean conscious wrongdoing, 
an intention to cheat or be dishonest. The deci.sion of the department head, 
absent fraudulent conduct, must stand under the plain meaning of the contract. 

The Court Avent on to say that^— 
If the concIu,siveness of the findings under article l.T is to be set aside for fraud, 
fraud should he alleged and proved, as it is never presumed. • » * The finding 
of the Court of Claims was that the decision of the department head was "ar- 
bitrary," "capricious," and "grossly erroneous." But these words are not the 
equivalent of fraud, * * • The limitation upon this arbitral process is fraud, 
placed there by this Court. 

It is significant that the Court went further to state, possibly as 
an invitation but certainly as indicating a remedy, that— 

If the standard of fraud that we adhere to is too limited, that is a matter for 
Congress. 

For all practical purposes this means that the decision of the ad- 
ministrative officials nearly always will be final because of the extreme 
difficulty of proving fraud. Its more serious implications are sum- 
med up by Mr. Justice Douglas, in his strong dissenting opinion, 
wherein he stated: 

But the rule we announce has wide application and a devastating effect. It 
makes a tyrant out of every contracting offlcer. He is granted the iwwer of a 
tyrant even though he is stubborn, perverse, or captious. He is allowed the 
power of a tyrant though he is incompetent or negligent. He has the power of 
life and death over a private bnsine.ss even tliougb his decision is grossly er- 
roneous.    I'ower granted is seldom neglected. 

The principle of checks and balances is a healthy one. An official who Is 
accountable will act more prudently. A citizen who has an appeal to a body 
Independent of the controversy has protection against passion, obstinacy, Ir- 
rational conduct, and incompetency of an official. * • * The rule we announce 
makes Government oi)pressive. The rule the Court of Claims esiwuses gives 
a citizen justice even against bis government. 

In Mr. Justice Jackson's dissent he stated: 
But one who undertakes to act as a judge in his own case or, what amounts 

to the same thing, in the case of his own department, should be under some 
fiduciary obligation to the position which be assumes. He is not at liberty to 
make arliitrarj' or reckless use of bis power, nor to disregard evidence, nor to 
shield his department from consequences of its own blunders at the expense of 
contractors. * • • j still believe one should be allowed to have a judicial 
hearing before his business can be destroyed by administrative action, although 
the Court again thinks otherwise. 
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And of course the rule works lx)th ways. A deciding; administrative 
oflicial c!ui make decisions adverse to the Government as well as to 
contractors, in which event an improper decision results in a burden 
to the taxpayei-s of the country. The experience of the General 
Accountinff Office has been that this is not an infrequent situation. 
With the support of the Supreme Court decision and the knowledge 
that their determinations cannot be questioned, in the absence of 
fraud, this situation may arise with more frequency. 

Of perhaps more serious consequence, however, is the tendencj' on 
the part of some executive conti-acting agencies to include in Govern- 
ment contracts a provision specifying that all disputes, whether of 
law or fact, ai'e to be finally and conclusively settled administratively, 
rather tlian by the accounting officers or the courts. The validity of 
an "all disputes" clause of that nature was upheld by the Supreme 
Court in the ca.se of United Sfate-s v. Moorman. Speaking of such 
provisions,, the Court stated that "No congressional enactment con- 
demns their cretition or enforcement," and that "If parties competent 
to decide for themselves are to be deprived of the privilege of making 
such anticipatory provisions for settlement of disputes, this depriva- 
tion should come from the legislative branch of Ciovernment." But 
again, as was the case with the "disputed questions of fact" provision, 
prior to the decision of the Supreme Court in the Wunderlich case 
the courts had been understood to have qualified the "all disputes" 
provisions by requiring that the administrative decision, in order to be 
conclusive, must be made in good faith and not l)e arbitrary or 
capricious. 

Applying the rationale of the Supreme Court's decisions in the 
Wunderlich and Moorman cases, it aj)pears that the executive contract- 
ing agencies without specific legislation authorizing them to do so, 
may, by agreement with the contractor, circumvent the operations of 
courts and the General Accounting Office to the serious uetriment of 
both private business and the Government. Thus, the rule now made 
clear by the Supreme Court could result not only in depriving the 
Congress of the normal safeguards inherent in an audit by the Gen- 
eral Accounting Office of public expenditures but also could preclude 
contractors of their usual remedy to pureue claims before the General 
Accounting Office. Manifestly, this unique position now enjoyed by 
the contracting agencies is contrary to the established policies of our 
Govermnent and represents an unwarranted encroaclunent upon the 
control by the Congress over public expenditures. It is imperative, 
considering the billions of dollai-s now being spent under contracts, 
that there be enacted legislation limiting this final authority the con- 
tracting agencies have taken upon themselves by the use of finality 
clauses. 

Since it has been the policj^ of our system of Government to afford 
an independent review of administrative expenditures, by the account- 
ing officers, I strongly recommend that the Congi-ess enact S. 24 as 
passed by the Senate, or, as an amendment of S. 24, the substitute 
language set forth in the Comptroller General's letter of December 
30,19.5;i, to the chairman, Conmiittee on the Judiciary, House of Rep- 
resentatives. 

The enactment of a bill in either form would preclude administra- 
tive officers from making final decisions in contract matters on ques- 
tions of law but would leave such final decisions for determination by 
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the General Accounting Office and the courts. On the other handj it 
would permit them to make determinations on questions of fact which 
would have final effect if the decisions were not found by tlie General 
Accounting Office or the courts to be fraudulent, arbitrary, capricious, 
and so forth. Such a law not oidy would protect a contractor from 
fraudulent, arbitrary or ca|)ricious action by giving him, in addition 
to resort to the courts, a further administrative remedy before the 
General Accounting Office, and would also provide a protection, 
through tiie General Accounting Office, against decisions adverse to 
the interests of the United States. Certainly the rights of contracts 
and the Goveriunent to review or appeal should be coextensive. 

Mr. Robert Keller, Assistant to the Comptroller, is with me this 
morning.   We would be glad to answer any questions you may have. 

Mr. (iRAHAM. Mr. Walter. 
Mr. WALTKR. I notice on l)age 2 of your statement, second para- 

graph, tliat "It has been ciustonuiry in Government contracts to pro- 
vide that ail disputes * * *" and so on. Is it not a fact that a con- 
tract is not negotiiite<l in the usual manner? Is it just submitted to 
the contractor, is it not'( The terms are all provided by the Govern- 
ment, and he either takes it or leaves it? 

Mr. P'lsiiEK. That is generally true, Mr. Walter. The.se are stand- 
ard forms tiiat are generally used, and they have to be acceptetl 
without change as the usual rule. 

Mr. WALTER. I would like to get around to that standard form. 
A\'here does the authority come from for article 15, the article with 
respect to disputes '< 

Mr. FisHEK. There is no statutory authority for the article. It has 
just grown uj) from practice. 

Mr. W^ALiEK. Just one of those bureaucratic Topsys. 
Mr. KELLER. Mr. AValter, it might be what you would call the in- 

herent right of a contracting party to enter into certain terms. I 
will agree with you  

^Ir. WALTER. Now wait a minute. Inherent right of a party to 
enter into certain terms. The contractor has no voice in wliat that 
ai-ticle contains, has he? 

Mr. KELLER. Well, he has a voice, but sometimes it cannot be heard 
very loudly.    I have heard many of them protest. 

Mr. WALT>:R. Will you give us a case where it has ever been heard? 
Mr. GRAHAM. YOU mean above a murmur. 
Mr. WALTER. A whisper. 
Mr. KELLER. Offhand, I can't, but there are variations made from 

time to time in special cases. 
Mr. WALTER. At the end of the statement it says: 
The enactment of a bill in either form would prechide administrative oflScers 

from nialcing final decisions in contract matters on questions of law. 

What about where the question was purely one of fact ? 
Mr. FLSHER. I go on to say that where it is purely a question of fact 

they can still make final determinations, but if they are arbitrary, 
capricious, grossly erroneous, and so forth, the General Accounting 
Office or the courts could review. 

Mr. WALTER. The position the General Accounting Office is taking 
on this matter is the same position it took with respect to the Contract 
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Settlement Act, which position was rejected by this committee some 
ears ag^o; is that not a fact ? 
Mr. FISHER. I would say that is substsintially correct. 
Mr. GRAUAM. Mr. Keller, is there anything j'ou wish to say? 
Mr. KELLER. I just want to add one thing, Mr. Chairman. The 

Comptroller General asked me to express to the committee that he is 
strongly in favor of legislation on this subject. It is in the interest of 
the Government and in the interest of the contractors, and very 
frankly we do not see how any reasonable person can have any objec- 
tion to it, unless they expect to get an advantage from it some way. 

Mr. WALTER. NOW that is just not fair, and you know it is not fair. 
I resent it, because I do not agree with you at all. 

Mr. KELLER. I am talking about the general approach of the legis- 
lation. 

Mr. WALTER. You said anybody that took that position was inter- 
ested in getting an unfair advantage. 

Mr. KELLER. I did not intend it that way. 
Mr. WALTER. That is exactly what you said, and I don't like it. 
Mr. KELLER. I will apologize to you, sir. 
Mr. GRAHAM. Anything further ? 
JSIr. KELLER. NO, sir. 
Mr. GRAHAM. YOU cannot satisfy all of us. 
(The prepared statement of Mr. Fisher follows:) 

STATEMENT OF MB. E. L. FISHEK, GKNEB-M- COUNSEL OF THE GBNEUAT. .ACCOUNTING 
OFFICE 

I appreciate the opportunity to appear today because the subject matter of 
this hearing is of vital importance not only to the General Accounting OfBce, 
but to the entire Government. 

The Budget and Accounting Act. 1921 (42 Stat. 24). and the Budget and 
Accounting Procedures Act of 19.")0, approved September 12, 1i)7\0. Public Law 
784, vest authority In the Comptroller General of the United States, as the 
agent of tlie Congress, to examine and audit the (inancial transactitms of the 
Government. By section 305 of the earlier act. Congress provided that claims 
by and ngain.st the United States and all accounts whatever in which the Gov- 
ernment of the United States is concerned shall be settled and adjusted in the 
General Accounting OflBce. 

It has generally been regarded, by force of the terms of these statutes, that 
payments made by jniblic officers in the transaction of the Government's busi- 
ness were subject to a determination by the General Accounting Office, as to 
the legal propriet.v thereof—that such jmyments were not tinal until settled by 
the General Accounting Office. Accordingly, in transactions involving an expend- 
iture of public funds the General .\ccounting Office has determined the actual 
conditions underlying the terms of any contractual agreement and if. upon the 
facts developed, it appeared that a contractor had been unjustly enriched at the 
public expense, the General Accounting Office would take the neces.sary action 
to recover any amount overpaid. By same token, a contractor who felt he was 
entitled to an additional amount under a contract could present a claim to the 
General Accounting Office for settlement, irrespective of the administrative 
action taken in the matter. This authority must exist consistent with the direc- 
tions in section 305 of the act. supra, that all accounts and claim.s shall be 
adjusted and settled in the General Accounting Office. This is precisely the 
same authority heretofore exercised by the courts and. of course, contractors 
have a right of appeal to the courts from the determinations of the General 
Ai-countlng Office. 

It has been customary in Government contracts to provide that all disputes 
concerning questions of fact arising under the contract shall he decided by the 
contracting officer whose decision shall be final and conclusive between the parties 
subject to the right of the contractor to appeal to the head of the agency con- 
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wrned within a limited period of time. In the past, questions of fact so dwided 
were not disturbed by the General Awtmntinp; Offire or the courts iinless the 
action of the administrative officer was fraudulent, arbitrary, capricious, ffrossly 
erroneous, or without foundation in fact. However, in the recent case of United 
Stntrx V. Wiinilt'i-lwh (342 U. S. 98), decided November 26, 1951, the Supreme 
Court held that under such contract i)rovlsion the decision of the deciding 
official on a question of fact remains final "unless it was founded on fraud, 
alleged and proved." In this regard the Court stated that "fraud is in essence 
the exception. ISy fraud we mean conscious wrongdoing, an intention to cheat 
or be dishonest. The decision of the department head, absent fraudulent ccm- 
dnct, must stand under the plain meaning of the contract." The Court went 
on to say that "if the conclusiveness of the findings under article 15 is to be set 
aside for fratid, fraud should he alleged and proved, as it is never presumed. 
* * * The finding of the Court of Claims was that the decision of th& 
department head was 'arbitrary,' 'capricious,' and 'grossly erroneous.' But 
these words are not the equivalent of fraud * • *. The limitation upon this 
arbitral process is fraud, placed there liy this Court." It is si','ni(icant 
that the Court went further to state, possibly as an invitation but certainly as 
indicating a remedy, that "if the standard of fraud that we adhere to is too 
limited, that is a matter for Congress." 

For all practical purposes this means that the decision of the administrative 
officials nearly always will be final because of the extreme diflieulty of proving 
fraud. Its more serious implications are summed up by Mr. .Justice Douglas, 
in his strong dissenting opinion, wherein he stated, "But the rule we announce has 
wide application and a devastating effect. It maizes a tyrant out of every con- 
tracting officer. He is granted the power of a tyrant even though he is sttibliorn, 
perver,se, or captious. He is allowed the ixiwer of a tyrant though he is incom- 
petent or negligent. He has the power of life and death over a private business 
even though his decision is grossly erroneous.    Power granted is seldom neglected. 

"The principle of checks and balances is a healthy one. An official who is 
accountable will act more prudently. A citizen who has an appeal to a body 
indei>endent of the controversy has protection against pa.ssion, ol)stinacy. irra- 
tional conduct, and incompetency of an official. • • • The rule we announce 
makes government oppressive. The rule the Court of Claims espouses gives a citi- 
zen justice even against his Government." In Mr. Justice Jackson's di.ssent he 
stated, "But (me who undertakes to act as a judge in his own ca.se or, what 
amounts to the same thing, in the case of his own department, should he under 
some fiduciary obligation to the iwsition which he assumes. He is not at liberty 
to make arl)ltrary or reckless use of his power, nor to disregard evidence, nor 
to shield his department from consequences of its own blunders at the exiH'nse 
of contractors. • • * i still believe one should be allowed to have a judicial 
hearing before his business can be destroyed by administrative action, although 
the Court again thinks otherwise." And of cour.se the rule works both ways. 
A deciding administrative official can make decisions adverse to the Govern- 
ment as well as to contractors, in which event an imi)roper decision results in a 
burden to the taxpa.vers of the country. The exi)erience of the General Account- 
ing Office has been that this is not an Infrequent situation. With the support 
of the Supreme Court decision and the knowledge that their determinations 
cannot be questioned, in the absence of fraud, this situation nuiy arise with more 
frequency. 

Of perhaps more serious consequence, however, is the increasing tendency on 
the part of some executive contracting agencies to include in Government con- 
tracts a provision specifying that all disputes, whether of law or fact, are to 
be finally and conclusively .settled administratively rather than by the account- 
ing officers or the courts. Tiie validity of an "all disputes" clause of that na- 
ture was upheld by the Supreme Court in the case of United f<tatcs v. Moorman 
(.838 U. S. 4.">7). Speaking of such provisions, the Court stated that "no ccm- 
gressional enactment condemns their creation or enforcement" but that "if par- 
ties competent to decide for themselves are to be deprived of the privilege of 
making such anticipatory provisions for settlement of di.sputes, this deprivation 
should come from the legi.slatlve branch of government." But again, as was 
the ca.se with the "disputed questions of fact" provision, prior to the decision of 
the Supreme Court in the Wunderlich case, supra, the courts had been under- 
stood to have qualified the "all disputes" provisions by requiring that tlie ad- 
ministrative decision, in order to be conclusive, must be made in good fultli ami 
not be arbitrary or capricious. 
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Applying the rationale of the Supreme Court's decisions in the Wunderlich 
and jloornian cases, supra, it appears that the executive contracting agencies 
without specific legislation authorizing them to do so, may. by agreement with 
the contractor, circumvent the operations of courts and the (ieneral Account- 
ing Office to the serious detriment of botli private l)usiness and the Government. 
Thus, the rule now made clear by the Supreme Court could result not only in 
depriving the Congress of the normal safeguards inherent in an audit by the 
General Accounting Office of public expenditures but also could preclude con- 
tractors of their usual remedy to pursue claims before the Cieneral Ac<'ouuting 
Office. Manifestly, this unique position now enjoyed by the c(mtracting agen- 
cies Is contrary to the establlsheil policies of our Government and repre.sents an 
unwarranted encroachment upon the control by the Congress over public ex- 
penditures. It Is imperative, considering the billions of dollars now being spent 
under contracts, that there be enacted legislation limiting this final authority 
the contracting agencies have taken upon themselves by the u.se of finality 
clauses in contracts. 

Since it has lieen the policy of our system of Government to afford an in- 
dependent review of administrative expenditures, by the accounting officers, I 
strongly recommend that the Congress enact S. 24 as jwssed by the Senate, or, 
us an amendment of S. 24 the substitute language .set forth in the Comptroller 
General's letter of December 30, 19.53, to the chairman, Committee on the 
Judiciary, House of Representatives. 

The enactment of a bill, in either form, would preclude administrative officers 
making final decisions in contract matters on questions of law but would leave 
such final decisions for determination by the General Accounting Office and the 
courts. On the other hand, it would permit them to make determinations on 
questions of fact which would have final effect If the decisions were not found 
by the General Accounting Office or the courts to Ite fraudulent, arbitrary, 
capricious, etc. Such a law not only would protect a contractor from friiu(Uilent, 
arliitrary or capricious action by giving him, in addition to resort to the courts, 
a further administrative remedy before the General Accounting Office, a time- 
favlng and less expensive proceeding, but would also provide a (irotection, through 
the General Accounting Office, against decisions adverse to the interests of tJie 
linited States. Certainly the rights of contractors and the Government to re- 
view- or appeal should l)e coextensive. 

Mr. GRAHAM. We will now call Mr. U. Bonnell Phillips. 

STATEMEN*r OF U. BONNELL PHILLIPS, ASSISTANT TO THE ASSIST- 
ANT ATTORNEY GENERAL, CIVIL DIVISION, DEPARTMENT OF 
JUSTICE 

Mr. PHILLITS. My name is U. Bonnell Phillips. I am an assistant 
to the Assistant Attorney General in charge of the Civil Division, 
Department of Justice. 

Mr. Chairman, in response to this committee's earlier request that 
the Department of Justice comment on the bills H. R. 1889 and 
S. 24  

Mr. WALTER. Are they identical bills, Mr. Phillips? 
Mr. PHILLIPS. Yes, sir. They were introduced as com])anion bills— 

« commimication dated July 28,19.53, was addres.sed to the Honorable 
Chauncey W. Reed by Deputy Attorney General William P. Rogers. 
That communication, which I assume will become a part of the record 
in these proceedings, reiterated in very summary form certain views 
advanced by the Department of Justice in the hearings held before a 
subcommittee of the Senate Judiciary Committee in February and 
March of 19.52 on S. 2487 of the 82d Congress. Since I assume this 
background material is available to the committee, I .=ihall not attempt 
31 rejK^ition of such testimony. 

In the Department's communication of July 28, 195.1, to which I 
have referred, it was noted that S. 24 as it passed the Senate, and 
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H. R. 1839, contained a provision not present in the 82d Congress bills. 
I refer, of course, to the specific reference made in the 83d Congress 
bills to the Office of the Comptroller General, the General Accoimting 
Office. 

Now, there have been other developments in this field which were 
not traced in our July 1953 communication. The General Services 
Administration, which under the authority of the Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act of 1949, and certain provisions of 
the Federal Code of Regulations, prescribes standard form Govern- 
ment contracts for use by all civilian Federal agencies, amended by 
its General Regulation No. 13, Supplement No. 1, dated June 19,1953, 
the veiy provision under interpretation in the Wunderlich case. The 
disputes clause as prescribed by the General Services Administration 
for all construction contracts now reads that the decision of the head 
of the department involved concerning a disputed question of fact 
shall be final and conclusive unless a court shall find it to have been 
"fraudulent, arbitrary, capricious, or so grossly erroneous as neces- 
sarily to imply bad faith." 

Similarly, on September 15, 1952, the Defense Department revised 
the disputes clause formerly incorporated in its supi)ly and construc- 
tion contracts to provide that the decision of the Secretary of Defense 
or his duly authorized representative may be overturned by a court of 
competent jurisdiction if that decision is found to be, and I quote 
again, "fraudulent, arbitrary, capricious, or so grossly erroneous as 
necessarily to imply bad faith." 

Obviously, therefore, in respect of contracts containing either of 
these modified finality clauses, there can be no future reliance in their 
interpretation on the Wunderlich case. Moreover, if it be considered 
that the Wunderlich decision established a rule of interpretation of 
finality clauses different from and more stringent than the long line 
of Su])reme Court decisions beginning with the Kililberg case in 1878, 
there can be no reliance even upon sucli decisions as Kililbcrg, Martins- 
burg & Potomac Railroad Company v. Marsh and the numerous and 
uniform Supreme Court decisions which follow those cases. 

Now, these developments in our opinion have been sufficient to 
raise some question as to tlie present necessity for legislation in this 
field, even assuming such legislation to be otherwise desirable. 

Mr. WALTER. May I interrupt at that point? Do you take the posi- 
tion that the revised section 15 contains language which has the effect 
of overruling this line of decisions that you have just mentioned? 

Mr. Pim.i.ips. Yes, sir. The rule laid down by the Supreme Court 
in the Kihlberg case, and we think unanimously followed in almost a 
score of decisions since that case and up to Wunderlich, was that the 
decision of the head of the department concerned—I do not refer to 
the contracting officer, but to the head of the department concerned— 
under the contract was final and conclusive, unless it coidd be shown 
that it was fraudulent or so grossly erroneous as necessarily to imply 
bad faith. 

Mr. WALTER. Then I take it from that that the Government feels 
it is desirable in the interest of fair play to have this revised language 
in article 15? 

Mr. PHU.MPS. I think there is no question of that in respect of 
those who changed the forms. 
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Mr. WALTER. If that is the fact, do you not tliink in carrying out 
our idea of a government of laws and not of men that it ought to be 
enacted into tne law, so that tomorrow some other man might not 
change it? 

Mr. PHILLIPS. I recognize, sir, that the present standard forms are 
not immutable but that they could be reversed, though I think it 
hardly likely in the present climate of oitinion and the strong reaction 
which has generally prevailed with respect to the Wunderlich 
decision. 

Mr. CELLER. Tomorrow the Greneral Services Administration could 
change that regulation. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. I quite agi-ee, sir. 
Mr. CELLER. The Department of Defense could change that 

regulation. 
Mr. PHILLIPS. Yes, sir, I quite agree. I also think that there may 

be areas not covered by the changes in the Defense Department and 
General Services Administration contracts. I am not too well versed 
on that, but I note that the General Services amendment related only 
to construction contracts and may not apply to supply contracts. 

Mr. WALTER. Before you go on, may I ask just one more question. 
In your opinion, what contracts would be covered by any legislation 
that we would enact ? 

Mr. PHILLIPS. That is a point on which we have something to say, 
sir. We don't know. The language of the bills under consideration 
by the conmiittee seems indefinite on tlie point. 

Mr. WALTER. All of them are indefinite except for Mr. Celler's 
bill, H. R. 3634, which has specific provision for retroactivity in the 
first full paragrapli on page 2 of that bill. 

Mr. PHILI,IPS. In the 11)52 hearings it was stated on behalf of our 
Department, and I quote: 

The Depiirtmpnt of .Justice is not a procurement agency and does not regard 
itself as an authority in the field of procurement. 

While, therefore, the Department desires to be of assistance to this 
committee, we believe that there are others present who are versed 
in the field of procurement, and that they can better advise the com- 
mittee as to what the future procurement and contracting policy of 
the Government should be. In this respect, the Department feels 
compelled, however, to express its concern lest possible future legisla- 
tion in this area be construed to impair presently existing contract 
rights of the Government as expressed in contracts now in being. Let 
it be at once stated that with the exception of H. R. 3634, there is no 
indication  

Mr. CEIXER. Could you amplify that last statement a little bit— 
"lest possible future legislation in tliis area be construed to impair 
presently existing contract rights"? Will you give us a little more of 
your views on that? 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Yes, sir. I think my prepared statement will cover 
that. 

With the exception of H. R. 3634, there is no indication and prob- 
ably no possibility in respect of any of the other bills under consider- 
ation tliat matters now at rest, either because of the contractor's 
failui-e to avail himself of the 3()-day ajipeiil period to the head of 
the departmeut concerned or througii a riding of the liead of the 
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department concerned on an appeal, could be reopened. We think 
it must be realized, however, that there is possibility under any of 
the bills now subject to consideration of a construction which would 
impair the Government's rights in contracts now in being but not 
concluded which contain finality provisions incorporated prior to 
the amendments effected by the Department of Defense and the Gen- 
eral Services Administration. It is our deferential submission that 
such impairment should not occur. At no time has any contractor 
since the Kihlberg decision in 1878, and certainly not in recent years, 
thought that he could obtain a revei-sal of the decision of the head 
of the dei)artment concerned unless he could show that decision was 
fraudulent or was so grossly erroneous as necessarily to imply biid 
faith on the part of such an official. 

Mr. Chairman, tiiere has been strong reaction against the decision 
in the Wunderlich case, which has been viewed as cutting down even 
that test. Those in the Department of Justice most closely familiar 
with the Wunderlich case, which of course we tried in the Supreme 
Court, and its numerous predecessors, such as the Moorman case and 
a long line of cases, do not subscribe to the view tluit Wunderlich 
changed the law. However, we are a minority in that view. The 
reasons for our view were stated in the hearings 2 years ago. How- 
ever, as we stated in those hearings, the Department of Justice would 
have no possible objection and would welcome a congressional declara- 
tion with respect to existing contracts tliat the words "such gross 
error as necessarily to imply bad faith" still constitute a part of 
the rule. Beyond this, however, we submit that legislation should not 
imjjair existing contracts openly and validly arrived at. 

The bargain made between the Government and the contractors 
under the old article 15 and its counterparts was that the Govern- 
ment should be bound by the decisions of its contracting officer and 
should have no appeal rights therefrom, whereas the contractor should 
have a right of aj^peal to the head of the department concerned or 
his designate, who coidd bring to the judgment of that dispute all the 
expert knowledge he has acquired in the field. 

Mr. WALTI':K. Mr. Phillips, in any of the decisions has this strong 
language defining fraud that is used in the Wunderlich case been 
employed ? 

Mr. Pmixips. Since the Wunderlich case? 
Mr. WALTKR. NO, before that, in that line of decisions going all the 

way back. 
Mr. PiiiLLU's. No, not the specific language used in the Wunder- 

lich case. 
Mr. WALTER. What I have reference to is "by fraud we mean con- 

scious wrongdoing, an intention to cheat or be dishonest." Has that 
language been emjjloyed in any of the other cases? 

Mr. PHILLIPS. No. The standard before that was that the deci- 
sion was reversible for fraud or such gi-oss error as necessarily to 
imply bad faith. Now, we think that there is a sentence in the Wun- 
derlich case which precedes the language you have just quoted which 
I will attempt to quote: In Rlpley \. VnUcd States, we (the Supreme 
Court) equated gross error necessarily implying bad faith to fraud. 
Now, if that sentence is to be given meaning, and we feel under the 
standard rules of construction it should be given meaning, we think 

44412—54 4 
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what was being said there was that the test remained the same. We 
also think that the Wunderlich decision is t-o be vieAved in the lij^ht of 
the history of tliese cases. There are many of them. Tliey came up 
to tlie Supreme Court seriatim for a number of years, and we believe 
that tlie Wunderlicli decision represents something of reaction by the 
Supreme Court to the fact that they thought they had disposed of 
this question perhaps more than once before they were again con- 
fronted with the Wunderlich case. So that the language is sharp. 
It ha.s, as I say, created a strong reaction against it, and we have no 
objection to a congressional declaration that the test has always been 
that in the Kihlberg case and all cases since them. We so stated in 
the 19.52 hearings. 

Mr. AVALTJ^K. Mr. Phillips, why would certiorari have been gi-anted 
if the Supreme Court felt that this question had been disposed of so 
often? Wiiat I am getting at is this: I think that by granting cer- 
tiorari and going into what appears to be the same matter, and then 
a decision with this language, the Court intentionally went further 
than was the law before. After all, you know what percentage of 
cases are granted certiorari, and I just cannot imagine their allowing 
certiorari where they feel the case has been disposed of before. I 
think they deliberately set out to go farther. 

Mr. PiiiuJrs. Well, I do not subscribe to that view necessarily. 
I think you must realize that the decision in the Court of Claims was 
wrong in respect of the old decisions of the Supreme Court, and the 
Government petitioned for certiorari because we regarded the de- 
cision of the Court of Claims as wrong l)ecause of the older decisions 
of the Supreme Court. So that it was a grant of the Government's 
petition to reverse the holding of the Court of Claims that occurred. 
I think the Supreme Court almost had to do that because of the 
misunderstanding of the rule laid down by the Supreme Court in the 
earlier cases. I think that possibly accounts for the fact that they 
granted certiorari. 

Mr. WAI.TJ:R. Why would they have gone this far with the language 
if it was not intended to change the rule? 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Well, they did cite in their Wunderlich decision 
certain other cases. That is one of the reasons why I believe they did 
not intend a change in the law, although the language was sharp 
and almost biting. However, I think we are beyond tliat point, sir. 
It is an academic dispute now, and if there can be no awaiting of 
clarification from the Supreme Court, as I say it might well be the 
sense of this committee to pass a declaration that at the very minimum 
the rule was as it always has been in the Kihlberg case. 

In so stating we do not mean to suggest that the disputes clause, the 
old disputes clause, did not have its uses. These are of many, many 
years standing, and I do not think it can be suggested that there is 
anything un-American in this attitude of the Supreme Court. After 
all, the Supreme Court has held that this is the rule for many years. 
It is in essence an expression of freedom of contract if the parties can 
agree that they will be bound by the aibitral decision of a third party. 
Now, the difficulty with the clause that has been put forward is that it 
vests the arbitral decision in the hands of one of the parties to the 
contract. If that is against public policy, it would be perhaps proper 
to provide for legislation that no such contract, either between private 



REVIEW OF FINALITY CLAUSES IN GOVERNMENT CONTRACTS     47 

parties or Government contracts, sliould be enforceable. There is one 
State, I believe, Indiana, which holds that this is against public policy. 
However, the courts of other States, insofar as I am aware, have not 
so held, and certainly the Supreme Court has not so held, because it 
has faced this provision for many years in numerous decisions. 

Mr. WILLIS. May I ask a question at that point, Mr. Chairman? 
The Supreme Court said: "The decision of the department head, ab- 
sent fraudulent conduct, must stand under the plain meaning of the 
contract." True, the Supreme Court gave effect to the plain meaning 
of the contract, but you yourself said that the General Services Admin- 
istration since that decision has toned down article 13, and thereby 
armits that the Supreme Court went a little strong. Would that not 
be the implication of the change? 

Mr. PHILLU'S. I cannot speak for the General Services Adminis- 
tration. 

Mr. WiLi.is. They changed the contract since the decision, and there 
must have been a reason for it. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. I quite agree, and I think the reason is the strong 
reaction against the Wunderlich decision. 

Mr. WILLIS. In the dissenting opinions it was clearly pointed out 
that the preparation and perfection of the contract was not a two-way 
deal, and that it was brought about and built up by bureaucratic as- 
semblage of language, rather as a one-sided proposition. So that, true, 
the Supreme Court gave effect to the meaning of the contract as writ- 
ten, but it was not prepared at sword's point between two lawyere. I 
cannot get out of my mind that that is the thought of this whole thing. 

Mr. CELLKR. The Supreme Court said: "Respondents were not com- 
pelled or coerced into making the contract It was a voluntary under- 
taking on their part." 

Is that exactly so ? Can you say it is purely voluntary on the con- 
tractor's i)art ? Hei'e is a contractor seeking to get a certain amount 
of business from the Government, this vast, great Government deal- 
ing with an individual. Can you say that it was purely a voluntary 
act on the part of the contractor to accept this clause? Do you not 
think the Supreme Court was a little in error in that language? The 
contractor had no choice.   He had to accept it or reject it, of course. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. That is quite true, sir. 
Mr. CELLER. Sometimes the rejection of the contract might mean a 

reat loss to the contracting party who may be in dire need of that 
ind of work involved in the contract. 
Mr. PHILLIPS. Economic duress is what you are suggesting. 
Mr. CELLER. And then the Court said the following, which I think 

does away with the idea that regulation might give us remedy. The 
Court said: 

If the standard of fraud that we adhere to Is too limited, that is a matter for 
Congress. 
That is what we are here for, to follow the suggestion of the Supreme 
Court and change this matter and embed it in our statutes rather than 
relying on regulations. 

Mr. PHIIXII^. The Department differs in no way from your posi- 
tion. We have said, and I will repeat again, that we are not in the 
procurement field, and the question of procurement policy is one that 
we have no expertise in.   We, however, were faced with the Wunder- 

f 
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lich case when it came up. We have vindicated what we thought were 
the Government's contract rights in tliat case, and we only suggest to 
this committee that we would deplore legislative impairment of those 
contract rights as they now exist in contracts in being which have not 
been concluded. The remedy is to remove any amoiguity from the 
bill. Taking S. 24 as an example, Ave would recommend a change in 
line 3, page 1, which now reads: 

That no provision of any contract entered into by the United States   •    *    • 
We do not say that this will have a retroactive effect, but we be- 

lieve in order to protect the Government's rights which are contractual 
in nature that it would be better to insert some language in that line 
so that the provision would read: 

Tliat no provision of any contract entered Into after tlie effective date of 
this act l)y tlie United States   •   •   • 

That would leave the parties as they now stand, and certainly, as 
I say, no contractor could have thought when he entered into the 
contract or when he made his bid on the contract that he was going 
to have more freedom of appeal to the courts than was established by 
the Kihlberg decision in 1878 and on down through the years. 

We regard it as in essence a matter of contract, and we have no 
quarrel with any future change as to future contracts at all that may 
be advisable. We think there is some benefit to be derived from the 
old article 15, in that it put a speedy and inexpensive stop to these 
disputes after they had reached an expert body. We believe that 
we gave a quid pro quo, although of course the Department of Justice 
had nothing to do with the drafting of article 15. We are only here to 
assert our contract rights as any other lawyer would do. We be- 
lieve that there was a quid pro quo, in that we gave up any right of 
appeal from the contracting officer's decision, whereas the contractor 
by the language of article 15 was given a right of appeal to the head 
of the department concerned. 

Mr. CEI>IJ:R. Suppose there is a contract in dispute now. Would 
you have the bill cover that? 

Mr. PHILUPS. I would not, sir, because I think the parties with open 
eyes knew what the result would be. 

Mr. CELLER. Why with open eyes? They were confronted with 
that clause, and as I said before they didn't have any choice. They 
had to take it or leave it. 

Mr. PHILUPS. That would be true, sir, of any provision of their 
contract, not only with respect to article 15. They might like to re- 
write any number of provisions in their contracts, but they chose to 
bid on their contracts and knew what they were coming into. And 
it was strongly intimated in the 1952 hearmgs by certain representa- 
tives of contractors that the fact that article 15 was in there would 
be reflected in their bids; that they would want to have a contingency 
in their bids to take care of any possible results of article 15 whicli they 
would not like. 

Mr. CELIJCR. I personally am not inclined to agree with you on that. 
T think everybody should have their chance in this matter, and par- 
ticularly in those cases where a dispute is pending. 

Mr. WALran. Mr. Phillips, do you take the position that the Wun- 
derlich case in nowise affectetl existing law, that is, the law as it was 
understood to be at the time of the decision ? 
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Mr. PHILLIPS. That is our reading of the Wunderlich case. How- 
ever, as I said, we are in a minority. 

Mr. WALTER. Let me call your attention to the fact that other people 
do not share that opinion. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Yes, sir. 
Mr. WALTER. This is what the Court of Claims said in Palace Gor- 

porati&n v. The United States: 
The Supreme Court in constrninfr the standard form of Article I.T has now 
limited the scope of review of the decisions of lieads of departments— 

and so on.    So you see the Court of Claims takes a different position. 
Mr. PHILLIPS. The Court of Claims took a position in the Moorman 

case and in many cases liefore that in which the Supreme Court told 
them it was not the law with respect to those contracts. 

Mr. WALTER. Then they went on to say: 
It would be a sheer waste of time and energy of the court and the litigants 

to hear evidence lieyond the limits of the blueprint clearly drawn by the highest 
judicial authority— 

of course referring to the Wunderlich case, so apparently, if you arc 
right, the Court of Claims has been misled. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Well, the Court of Claims was reversed in a number 
of these cases. 

Mr. CELLER. If we accept the Senate bill, do you think we should 
also include the provision in my bill that chapter 91 of title 28 of the 
United States Code be amended by adding at the end the following: 

This .section shall not apply with respect to any such decision which became 
final more than one year before the date of enactment of this section. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. We would respectfully oppose that provision. 
Mr. CELLER. YOU would oppose that language? 
Mr. PiiiLLirs. We think that vast confusion would arise if that be- 

comes part of the law. With regard to all these matters which have 
been set at rest, either by the contractor's failure to apj^eal within the 
30 days allowed him in his contract to the head of the department 
concerned, or by the fact that the head of the department concerned 
has acted on the matter, you are asking for reopening of all those 
matters. 

And not only do we regard it as in derrogation of the United States 
contract rights, but productive of possible confusion. 

Mr. CEI-LER. My idea is to o^ive the right to all the cases that are 
pending. WHiere the money has not been finally accepted as con- 
sideration and no final payment has been made, I think the cases 
should be held open. jBiit then I think there should be some type of 
a statute of limitations of the sort that I inserted there—1 year. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Well, sir, our position on this particular provision 
of your bill follows necessarily from our position that we should not 
have legislative impairment of contracts in being. 

Mr. CELLER. If you are going to give the right, give it all the way 
and do not just chop it in half and give it to some and not to others. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. We favor a bill, if any, which would say that no 
longer can this be the rule of law as to contracts entered into the 
minute after the passage of any legislation. 

Mr. CELLER. If this legislation is sound, it should have been adopted 
immediately after the Wunderlich case, it that not correct?    Now, 
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there has been delay. In the interim, contracts have been entered into 
and they contain the obnoxious chmse. Those contractor who siiLfned 
contracts with that obnoxious clause in that interim are jienalized if 
they are not to be embraced within the remedy prescribed by this 
new legislation. 

Mr. PHIIXII'S. I would not see how they were penalized, because 1 
don't see how tiiey could rely on any action of Congress taken to foibid 
the use of article 15 in a contract. They could not rely ujjon a change 
of the law. So when they went into those contracts, they went in 
with the knowledge of tlie Wunderlich decision and tliey opeidy 
arrived at these contracts. 

Mr. CELLER. Why could it not be said with equal grace that they 
relied upon the surety of the passage of the legislation because bills 
were offered immediately after the Wunderlich case, and that is the 
fact. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Yes. But just as the Su]>renie Court doesn't always 
grant ceitiorari, I don't think the Congiess always [)a.sses bills. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Phillijis, is it not jjossible under the section referred 
to by Mr. Celler in his bill to go into cases which have been closed 
as far as the Deinirtment is concerned back further than 1 year< 
That is the section which states: 

Thi.s section shall not apply with resiiect to iin.v such decision which hecnnie 
final more than 1 .vear before the date of enactment of this section. 

Mr. PIIILLII'S. I think that is a possible interpretation of it. I 
don't want to say so because we will be hoisted by our own petard if 
we come to Court. 

Mr. HiT)E. The feeling is that there is a great deal of ambiguity in 
that. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Precisely. Now, I do want to make some mention 
of the question of the degree of imi^airment of the Government's 
contract right that might possibly occur. We cannot jjiedict with 
certainty what will occur because if we predict the most dire conse- 
quences, future Court decisions could hold up to us our prediction 
saying "You foresaw this." So we are not going to predict anything 
particularly, sir. 

The words "grossly erroneous" and "reliable probative and sub- 
stantial evidence"' as now employed in S. 24 I think it will be admitted 
are difficult of precise definition, as are the words "arbitrary and capri- 
cious" which find their way into other drafts of proposed legislation 
in this field. 

With respect to these latter words, "arbitrary and capricious," 
there is as a ]30ssible source of guidance the decision in United States 
V. Carmach, 829 United States 280, wherein the Supreme Court makes 
some attempt at a definition in pages 243 to 246 of that decision. 

Tlie Department, however, in other fields has not been conspicuously 
successful in holding the definition to that arrived at in the Supreme 
Court in that case. 

Turning, however, to S. 24 in the committee report, as it came 
out of the Senate—that is. Senate Committee Eeport No. 32, 83d 
Congress, 1st session—we find no help at all in determining whether 
there is any degree of finality at all left. The contract provision 
will stand, but does it mean anything any more ? 
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I j)oint to the lust paragrapli on page 2 of the committee report, 
and with jour permission I will read the paragraph. It is a short 
paragraph. 

S. 24 will have the effet-t of permitting review In the General Accounting Office 
or a court with respect to any decision of a contracting officer or a head of an 
agency which is found to be fraudulent, grossly erroneous, so mistaken as neces- 
sarily" to imply bad faith, or not supported by reliable, probative and substantial 
evidence. In other words, in those instances where a contracting officer has made 
a mistaken decision, either wittingly or unwittingly, it will not be necessary for 
the aggrieved party to, In effect, charge him with being a fraud or a cheat in 
order to effect collection of what is rightfully due. 

Now, the first sentence of that paragraph repeats the language of 
the bill, but the second sentence rai.ses serious questions in our mind 
as to what the intendent of that language is.    It says: 

In other words, in tho.se instances where a contracting officer has made a 
mistaken decision . . . 

The result will follow. 
In other words, I see the possibility, if that language is to be inter- 

f)retative of the meaning of the bill, that there will be nothing at all 
eft to finality; that there will be provided a completely de novo review 

in the court. 
Mr. WALTER. That is exactly what that means, does it not ? 
Mr. PHILLIP.S. Well, I thought that possibly it was not the intent of 

the framersof the legislation to go precisely that far. 
Mr. AVALTER. I am sure that is what it means. It mesxus in every 

instance where the contractor feels that he has been aggi'ieved, he could 
take an appeal. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Yes, sir. But the test is whether any attention is to 
be paid by the court to the expert body below it which has evaluated 
this dispute and reached a conclusion. 

Now, it is possible tliat tiie language of S. 2-1 could be interpreted 
as a substantial evidence rule or something of the sort. But with this 
language in the committee report, even that possibility .seems dubiou.s. 

Mr. WAI-TER. It goes fartlier than the rule laid down in tlie Con- 
solidated Edison case, the rule with respect to substantial evidence. 

Mr. PiuLLiPS. Yes—that was the National Labor Relations Board 
case. 

The substantial evidence test has varied from statute to statute, and 
there are more recent decisions making the substantial evidence test 
possibly more substantial than the Consolidated Edison case. 

Mr. WiLLLs. May I ask this question. You are familiar with the 
proposal which has be«n advanced as read bj' the chairman. Now, I 
would like your views as to whether those words in the new version 
would more clearly fit the situation and would avoid the dangers of 
the use of all these words in S. 24. Are you familiar with the new 
proj)osal ?    How do you feel about it ? 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Advanced by the Comptroller General, sir? 
Mr. WiiAJS. Yes. 
Mr. PHIU^IPS. That proposal uses pretty much the words now found 

in the standard forms—fraudulent, capricious, arbitrary, so grossly 
erroneovis as neceasarily to imply bad faitii or not supported by sub- 
stantial evidence.   Tiiat is the language of the new bill. 

Mr. WAL-I-ER. DO you agree with that ? 
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Mr. CELLER. Does the Department of Justice agree with the words 
"not supported by substantial evidence?" 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Our position is that we do not want to comment on 
that language as it will affect future contracts because we do not 
regard our.selves as an expert in that field. We are simply attempting 
to reserve the Government's pre.sent contract rights. 

Mr. WALTER. You don't take the position that you are not an expert 
in the legal field. 

Mr. PiULLirs. I won't take that position for the Department; no, sir. 
Mr. CKLU:R. In other words, you do not want to give an opinion on it. 
Mr. P1111J.1PS. However, with respect to the question ot the Comp- 

troller General being named in this bill—I do not want to burden 
tlie record. I refer you to our July 28 communication in which we 
have expre-ssed some views, to wit, that the Comptroller (ieneral 
affords some degree of balance in protecting against possibly erro- 
neous decisions against the Government's interest. 

I want to thank the committee on behalf of the Department of 
Justice for the opportunity of appearing here and personally for 
your consideration and courtesy. 

Mr. GR.\II.\M. Next we will hear from Mr. Leonard Niederlehner. 
We are not attempting to limit you, but we have la minutes to go 
before we adjourn.   So I warn you now. 

Mr. NrEOEULEiiNER. I have just (> pages, Mr. Chairman. 

STATEMENT OF LEONAED NIEDERLEHNER. DEPUTY GENERAL 
COUNSEL, DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

Mr. NIED?:RLEHNER. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I 
appear before the conmiittee to state the Department of Defense 
position with respect to a number of pending bills whicii relate to 
fiiuility provisions in disputes clauses in (iovernmcnt contracts. 

Government contracts have contained a ])rovision for settlement of 
disputes by the head of the (irovernment agency for a long jJeriod of 
time. And since the beginning of World War II, in the Department 
of Defense there has been a well-tlefined procedure for reference of 
appeals from decisions of contracting oilicers to a Board of Contract 
Appeals, separate from the contracting bureaus and technical serv- 
ices and under tlie direct supervision of tiie Secretaries of the militiiry 
departments, where a fair and objective hearing is granted to 
contractors. 

A disputes clause in contracts offers a number of advantages, both 
to the Government and to the contractor. For the contractor, it pro- 
vides a simple, expeditious and inexpensive opportunity to he heard 
and a fair determination of issues in disputes. Foi' tlie Government, 
it provide a fair and expeditious proce<1ure for settlement of disputes, 
and provides for continuation of tlie work notwithstanding the fact 
that a dispute has arisen. 

The provision of finality in the dis])utes clause is consistent with 
commercial arbitration proceedings. Further, the provision for final- 
ity represents an effort to limit the number of reviews, the immber of 
times the parties must go to the expense of presenting the two sides 
of a dispute which may involve highly technical and complex subject 
matter. 

The procedure for settlement of disputes has been generally accept- 
able to contractors, and has caused relatively little difficulty.   How- 
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ever, in 1951, in the case of United States v. Wunderlich (342 U. S. 98), 
the Court appeared to limit judicial review of agency decisions under 
disputes clauses to cases in which fraud is affirmatively alleged and 
proved. This appeared to most to be a narrowing of the previous 
state of the law, which was generally interpreted to be that decisions 
of the heads of agencies would be final and conclusive unless fraudu- 
lent or so grossly erroneous as necessary to imply bad faith, or arbi- 
trary or capricious. 

After the decision of the Supreme Court in the Wunderlich case, 
there was inserted in the Defense Department Appropriation Act for 
fiscal year 1953, approved on July 10, 1952, a provision, in effect, re- 
quiring the amendment of standard contract article 15 to provide an 
appeal by the contractor to the Court of Claims within 90 days from 
the date of decision. The Department of Defense immediately modi- 
fied its disputes clauses and included these modifications in the next 
revision of the armed services procurement regulation. In relation 
to those contracts containing article 15, that is construction contracts, 
the Department of Defense provides for the right of appeal in accord- 
ance with the statute. Moreover, the standard disputes clause con- 
tained in all contracts, including construction contracts, was amended 
to limit finality by providing that the decision of the head of the de- 
partment would be final and conclusive unless detei'mined by a court 
of competent jurisdiction to have been fraudulent, arbitrary, capri- 
cious, or so grosslv erroneous iis necessarily to implj' bad faith. Tiiis is 
the provision which is now used. 

We feel, therefore, that the difficulty anticipated to result from the 
Wunderlich case has been obviated insofar as Department of Defense 
contractors are concerned by the administrative change in the contract 
provisions relating to finality. We further feel that we have a very 
effective organization and procedure for granting a fair and impartial 
hearing and determination to an aggrieved contractor, and that this 
procedure is quick and inexpensive for lx)th the contractor and the 
Government. It might be noted that this quick and inexpensive 
method of setlement of disputes is of particular advantage to small 
businesses whose limited capital cannot sustain the delay and expense 
of protracted litigation. 

With respect to the various bills which have been introduced and 
considered, there would appear to be, in general, four basic issues: 
(1) The necessity for legislation; (2) If legislation is passed, the de- 
gree of finality which will be permitted; (3) The question of whether 
the role of the General Accounting Office should be expressed in the 
legislation; and (4) Whether or not it is practicable to limit finality 
to matters of fact as distinguished from matters of law. 

As to each of these issues the views of the Department of Defense 
are as follows: 

First, as to the necessity for legislation, we feel that the administra- 
tive airangements which we have made are now adequate to protect 
the contractor. We feel that we have stipulated finality in our con- 
tracts to a degree which repre.sents tiie interpretation of the courts 
as to finality before Wunderlich. Although we, of course, do not 
want to intimate that we object to judicial scnitiny of anything we 
do in the Department, we are concerned with the possible expense 
and time of personnel involved in successive reviews of disputes ques- 
tions and with any possible delays in the performance of defense con- 
tracts which might result.   Further, assuming that our administrative 
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remedy for settlement of disputes is an effective one, and we think 
it is, if the finality of the administrative decision is substantially re- 
duced, and if litigation is substantially increased, then the Govern- 
ment must consider whether it is justified in continuing the expense 
of a comprehensive administrative review system. 

On this point of necessity, I have some figures which I think demon- 
strate the fairness and effectiveness of the administrative handling of 
disputes. In view of the time lag between the occasion of a dispute 
and the final determinatioTi if it goes to court, we must select a period 
some time back. In the Department of the Army, which then included 
the Air Force, for the 9-year period from 1942 to 1950 inclusive, there 
were 1,994 cases before the Board of Contract Appeals of the Depart- 
ment of the Army. 

Of these cases, roughly 50 percent were decided in favor of the 
contractor. Of those cases not decided in favor of the contractor, 
66 cases were taken to the Court of Claims. Of these 66 cases, 27 
cases did not involve hearings on merits which had been considered by 
the Board of Contract Api)eals—that is, they were dismissed for want 
of jurisdiction, or went to the Court of Claims on separate Lssues. 

Thirty-nine cases out of the sixty-six were heard in the Court of 
Claims on the merits, on appeal from decisions of the Army Board of 
Contract Api)eals. Of these 39 cases, in 22 cases the Army Board of 
Contract Appeals was sustained and in 17 it wiis reversed. 

Thus, for this 9-year period, there would be an avenige of 2 cases 
per year in which the Army Board of Contract Appeals was actually 
reversed. We do not have precise statistics on numbers of contnicts 
per year during this 9-year period. However, on tiie basis of moi'e 
recently available statistics we would estimate that the number of 
contracts entered into by the Army and Air Force would average 
nearly, 2 million jier year. 

With respect to the separate experience of the Navy Board of Con- 
tract Appeals, we have been able to trace no cases in which the Board 
was reversed by the Court of Claims since the establishment of this 
Board in 1944." 

On the second of the issues listed above, as to the degree of finality, 
we feel that the standard should be what was generally considered 
to be the law before the Winiderlich case, nan\ely, finality unless the 
decision is fraudulent, arbitrary, capricious, or so grossly erroneous 
as necessarily to imply bad faith. 

Third, on the question of the General xVccounting Office, it is my 
understanding that the General Accounting Office considers that it 
should have the same authority which it had pursuant to law before 
the decision in the Moorman and Wiuiderlich cases. 

Accordingly, it is unnecessary specifically to mention the General 
Accounting Office in the proposed legislation, to accomplish this. 
Further, specifically to mention that Office might imply a new type 
of review of the finality of administrative decisions which conceiva- 
bly could cause difficulty for contractoi-s, particularly as far as the 
bankability of their contracts are concerned. 

Fourth, insofar as the prohibition against finality of administra- 
tive decisions on questions of law is concerned, conceivably there could 
be some difficulty involved in separating issues of fact aiul law, for 
example, the application of a specification provision to a factual situa- 
tion. 



REVIEW OF FINALITY CLAUSES IN GOVERNMENT CONTRACTS      55 

In conclusion, the Dej)iii-tment of Defense does not consider that leg- 
islation on tliis subject is necessary. 

However, if the committee should consider that limitations upon 
the finality of decisions luider disputes clauses should be spelled out 
in legislation, it is respectfully submitted that the review of such 
decisions should be limited to courts of competent jurisdiction and 
that the grounds for such review should be consistent with those set 
forth in the disputes clause contained in the armed services procure- 
ment regidation. In this respect, it is noted that of those bills with 
respect to which we have been asked to conmient, the bill H. R. 3634 
would be so consistent. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that it has no objection to the 
presentation of this statement. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Are there any questions? 
Mr. WALTER. I just do not follow you when you say that adequate 

relief is provided and for that reason there should not be legislation. 
Mr. NiEDEKLEHNER. I think we have, Mr. Congressman, not so much 

a problem of whether or not legislation should be provided, but what 
it will contain. And it is the difficulty of drafting the legislation 
which I think has raised the questions with respect to all four of these 
bills. 

Mr. WALTER. I thought that was the philosophy of yesteryear. 
Mr. NiEDEHLEHNER. Mav I add, we think that on the bill 3634, that 

that generally embodies the situation which we have now undertaken 
lo bring about administratively. 

Mr. WALTER. Yes. So then you take the position that because this 
matter is dealt with adequately administratively, there is no need for 
legislation. But supi)ose you should be followed by somebody else 
that didn't subscribe to that. 

You have mentioned the few cases in which there have been appeals. 
Is it not a fact that a great many contractors do not appeal simply 
because they have to settle? Their economic situations are such that 
they just cannot wait for their money, besides the expense. 

Mr. NIEDERLEHER. If we broadened the basis of appeal, I don't think 
we would remedy that, sir. 

Mr. WAL1T.R. I am not so sure. I have this in mind. I believe 
the district courts and the courts of original jurisdiction of the United 
States are as good as they are because there is the possibility of appeal- 
ing somewhere else if tlieir decision is erroneous. In eliminating the 
possibility of an ajjpeal, I can visualize opinions being written by 
office boys and charwomen. 

But I do not believe that you are being consistent if you say that 
relief is provided for administratively; therefore there should not be 
any law—with our philosophy of government. 

Mr. NiEDERLEiiNER. Mr. Congressman, we think that there is a 
right of a])peal to the courts under separate statutes, except to the 
decree that the exercise of that right is limited by the contract pro- 
visions. Now, unless we say that there will be no finality whatsoever 
ill administrative decisions and we abolish our boards, there will 
always be some degree of finality, some limitation upon the review of 
the cases then they go to the courts. It is a question of whether there 
is going to be finality in any particular case or what the degree of re- 
view is which will be permitted. 

Mr. WALTER. People do not take appeals just because they can. 
If a contractor is not treated fairly, in his own mind, why should he 
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not have the opportunity to present his cause as he sees fit and have 
some indepen(lent agency pass on the question of whether or not lie 
is right or wrong? He is not going to take an appeal only because 
he can. 

Mr. NiEDERLEHNER. Are we talking about the numbers, sir ? 
Mr. WALTER. Yes. 
Mr. NiEDERLEHNER. I think that in any case at the present time 

where he has been treated fairly, he would not have to appeal. Where 
he has not been treated fairly, at least according to the criteria which 
we have listed, he would have the right of appeal under separate stat- 
ute. So again it becomes a question of whether or not there should 
be no admmistrative finality whatsoever and that all disputes should 
be left to the courts, or whether we can relieve the burden of the courts, 
provide an expeditious method of settlement, and provide for an ap- 
peal to the courts in certain situations. We have listed some in the 
regulations and these bills list them. 

Mr. WALTER. I have iieard tiiat argument for many years, you 
know. At one time or other I was interested in a bill that subse- 
quently became the law, providing for a judicial review of decisions 
of administrative agencies. Your argimient is typical—namely, that 
if the right to review is given, the courts will be clogged. It just has 
not happened that way. 

Mr. NIEDERIJCHNER. If I could suggest, sir, I think you are refer- 
ring to the Administrative Procedure Act, and I don't think that an 
unlimited right of review is granted by that. 

Mr. WALTER. NO; and none of this legislation grants an unlimited 
right of review. 

Mr. NiEDERLEHNER. Noue of the bills do; that is correct. And the 
procedure which we have is consistent with the present bills—that is 
generally the criteria which were provided. Therefore, the right of 
review exists now and will exist if legislation is passed. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, one question. In your statement you say, 
"We feel that the standard should be what was generally considered 
to be the law before the Wunderlich case." Is not the difficulty with 
that, in spite of Mr. Phillips' testimony just before you, that in effect 
the Supreme Court has said that fraud and grosslv erroneous as 
necessarily to imply bad faith are synonymous? Isn^t that in effect 
what the Supreme Court said in the Wunderlich case, particularly in 
the section Mr. Phillips quoted which the Department of Justice 
interprets as meaning the Wunderlich case has not changed the law? 

Mr. NiEDERLEHNER. No, sir. In the Wunderlich case there was a 
provision simply for finality. The Court said that finality meant 
finality unless there was actual fraud alleged and proved. Our clauses 
do not now say simply finality. They say finality unless the decision 
is fraudulent, arbitrarv, cajnicious, or so grossly erroneous as to 
necessarily imply bad ^aith. We do not attempt to stipulate by the 
contract that there is finality of the decision if any of these criteria 
are present. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Oui- time is up. For the benefit of those who are still 
waiting, we had 18 witnesses on the list for today and we have ex- 
hausted 6. 

We will adjourn now until 10 o'clock tomorrow morning. Mr. 
Reed will preside. 

(Whereupon, at 11:45 a. m. the committee adjourned until 10 a. m., 
Friday, January 22,1954.) 
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FRIDAY, JANITABY 22,  1954 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIA'ES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE NO. 1 OF THE COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 

Washington^ D. C 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 10:10 a. m., in 

room 346, Old House Office Building, Hon. Cliauncey W. Reed (chair- 
man) presiding. 

Present: Messrs. Reed, Hyde, Willis, and Miss Thompson. Also 
present: Mr. William Foley, committee counsel. 

The CHAIRSIAX. The committee will come to order. 

STATEMENT OF J. H. MACOMBEE, JE., ASSOCIATE GENERAL 
COUNSEL, GENEEAL SEEVICES ADMINISTEATION 

Mr. MAOOMBER. Mr. Chairman, my name is J. H. Macomber, Jr. 
I am Associate General Counsel of the General Services Administra- 
tion. 

Mr. Wiu.is. Do vou have a prepared statement? 
Mr. MACOMBER. 1 do not have a prepared statement. In fact, I was 

)iot going to volunteer to testify, but I am very happy to do so if the 
committee wishes to hear from our agency. 

The CHAIRMAN. AVe are very happy to have you here. You may 
proceed. 

MI-. MACOMBFJJ. What I have to say, Mr. Chairman, will be very 
brief. In the first place, I want to make it clear that General Serv- 
ices Administration does not oppose some legislation on this subject. 
I would like, however, to invite the attention of the conmiittee to a 
few points in regard to it.    These points in brief are: 

(1) That revision can be accomplished by administrative action, 
without legislation. 

(2) That the bills before the committee do something more than 
restore the pre-Wunderlich rule. 

(3) That the substantial evidence clause appears to provide for an 
appellate type of review of the administrative decision. 

We feel tnere should be some provision in any legislation that is 
enacted that will serve to protect the Government in those cases where 
there may be excessive generosity on the part of the contracting offi- 
cers, and that the prohibition against any provision for finality on 
questions of law raises certain problems, as we see it, and that a possi- 
ble solution different from the general scope of these bills under con- 
sideration would be to authorize use in Government contracts of the 
usual cojnmercial-type bilateral arbitration provision. 

67 
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Now, my first point was tliat revision of these clauses can be ac- 
complished by administrative action. I will concede, of course, as 
was pointed out yesterday, that what an agency does by administrative 
action today toward revising the clauses it can undo tomorrow, and 
that argument is undoubtedlj' an argument for revising the clauses or 
compelling their i-evision by legislation. On the other hand, it seems 
lo me that one can make the argument that tlie criteria that should 
be set up for review of the contracting officers' decisions are at the 
present time somewhat nebulous and doubtful, and from that point of 
view it might be desirable to permit a little administrative experi- 
mentation before legislation is enacted. 

I must admit right away tliat administrative limitations sometimes 
acquire almost as much rigidity as legislative limitations, and 1 am 
sure that some of the people who ai"e interested in this legislation will 
tell 3'ou gentlemen that they have been seeking administrative revi- 
sion of the disputes clause for a goml many years. On the other hand, 
I do feel at this time that the agencies are aware tliat there is need 
for further consideration of the finality clauses and are prepared 
to give that consideration and to do some experimentation as to what 
the criteria should be under which the decision of the contracting 
officer, the administrative decision, may be overruled. 

M}' second point is that the bills before the committee do some- 
thing more than, as I read them, restore the pre-Wunderlich rule. 
Assuming in the first place that the Wunderlich decision does change 
the previous rule, which I think is open to argument either way. 
H. R. 18:«) and Congressman Willis" bill, H. R. ()!)4f), it seems to me 
e.xteiid the scope by the incorj)oration of the substantive-evidence 
provision. The revision proposed by the Comptroller General ex- 
tends the pi-e-Wuuderlich rule as laid down by the Supreme Court. 

Mr. AV'iiXTs. At that point, what exactly are the words of the pro- 
posal of the (lAO, as compared to the words in my bill and S. 24? 

Mr. MACOJIBER. Mr. Congressman, I think that tlie GAO bill brings 
in "arbitrary" and "capricious" as a criterion, and the clause relat- 
ing to substantial evidence is slightly different. I believe it 
uses only "substantial evidence" and does not bring in the adjectives 
"reliable" and "probative." 

The revision proposed by the GAO extends the scope of the pre- 
Wunderlich rule in that it brings in "substantial evidence," and also 
that it uses the words "arbitrary" and "capricious," which as we 
read the pre-Wunderlich Supreme Court rule was not included as a 
criterion, although some of the Court of Claims decisions undoubtedly 
asserted the right to revise or to overrule a contracting officer's deci- 
sion on the ground that it was arbitrary or capricious. 

Mr. WiLi.is. May I ask one question at this point so we can have 
your views. I know you are generally oppose<l to the legislation and 
would prefer not to have it, but assuming we go in tliat direction 
what would be your idea of the words to use instead of the words used 
in S. 24, my bill, or GAO's bill ? What words do you think would 
carry out what you have in mind in order simply to go to pre- 
Wunderlich.    You say these bills go farther. 

Mr. MACO.MUKR. I think to restore the pre-Wunderlich rule that 
the grounds for overturning the contracting officer's decision should 
be limited to fraud or so erroneous as nece.«sarily to imply bad faith. 
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I do not want to be understood ns opposing jiny fuitlier extension 
beyond that. My sugfitestion is simply to invite to the attention of 
tlie committee the fact tliat the bills as drawn do go beyond it. 

Mr. WiiJJS. 1 follow you very clearly, and I just wanted your idea 
as to what words would carry out the ])re-Wunderlich situation. You 
say that you would have to delete in the (iAO's proposal the ''capri- 
cious" and "substantial evidence" approach^ 

Mr. MACOMHKR. That is iTiy view, Mr. Willis, yes, sir. 
Mr. WiLLjs. And just stick to "fraudulent" or "so grossly errone- 

ous as necessarily to imply bad faith," period ? 
Mr. MACOMBER. Yes, sir. 
My third point is that the substantial evidence clause appears to 

provide for an appellate type of review of the administrative de- 
cision. I do not think that is bad in itself. It seems to me that that 
provides rather unusual mechanics of review, in that as I understand 
it the Court of Claims or a District court hearing one of these cases 
would be, so far as the issues of fraud, error, arbitrary, or capricious 
are concerned, hearing them de novo. At the same time, it would 
api^ear, on the issue as to whether the decision was supportetl by sub- 
stantial evidence, to be sitting in a sense as an appellate court, review- 
ing on an appeal basis the question whether the decision of the con- 
tracting officer and of the administrative board were supported by 
substantial evidence. 

Mr. WILLIS. Your idea is the pre-Wunderlich review was strictly 
de novo ? 

Mr. MACOMBER. Yes, sir. General Services Administration feels 
that there should be some provision in the legislation, if not an ex- 
plicit provision at least by appropriate wording with respect to the 
judicial review portion, that will insure an opportunity to protect 
the Government against excessive generosity, against decisions of the 
contracting officer adverse to the Government. I think cases can arise 
of that sort, although I concede that more frecpiently perhaps the 
contracting officer's decision runs against the contract,oi"8 unfairly 
rather than against the Government. 

I think there might be some doubt under the wording of H. R. 6946, 
as there is luider the wording of the revised disputes clause that is 
now used in standard form 2;5, where specific reference is made to a 
finding by the court as to Avhether the General Accounting Office could 
seek a court revicAv by a setofF or by applying to the Department of 
Justice for recovery m a case where they felt that the action of the 
contracting officer was grossly erroneous as against the Government. 
I think that the language suggested by the Comptroller General's 
revision gets away from that difficulty. Section 2 of all of the bills 
provides in eflect that no contract can contain a provision making 
the decision of the contracting officer final on questions of law. Cer- 
tainly no one can quarrel with that provision so far as general ques- 
tions of law are concerned. It has, however, been the practice to 
insert in many construction contracts a provision making the decision 
of the contracting officer final with respect to questions of interpreta- 
tion of specifications and drawings. 1 think that it can be argued— 
and in fact I am certain that it will be—that the Court of tMaims has 
taken the position that questions of interpretation on specifications 
and drawings are questions of law rather than questious of fact, being 
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interpretation of written documents. In this connection, we merely 
suggest to the committee that it might be desirable to pennit some 
degree of finality on that type of question of law, if it is possible to 
devise language that will separate that type from a more general ques- 
tion of law. I have no constructive suggestions to make as to what 
that language might be, other than saying specifically "questions of 
interpretation of specifications and drawings" or something of that 
sort. 

Mr. Wru.is. You mean we should try to find language to permit the 
contracting officer to pass on interpretation of the documents? 

Mr. MACOMBER. On technical questions involving interpretation of 
drawings and specifications. Not matters of general contract law, sir, 
but technical questions relating to the interpretation of technical 
documents, such as drawings and specifications. 

Mr. WILLIS. The courts are not unanimous on that situation right 
now, are they ? 

Mr. M.4c;oMnER. No, I do not believe they are, sir, but the Court of 
Claims has taken the position that that type of ()uestion is a question 
of law rather tlian a question of fact, in that in the Moorman ca.se 
there was, in addition to the usual disputes clause relating txi questions 
of fact, attached to the specifications a provision that the decision of 
the contracting officer on questions of interpretation of specifications 
and drawings should be final and conclusive, and it was tliat provision 
that was in issue in the Moorman decision. It was not an all-disputes 
clause in the sense that it made the decision of the contracting officer 
final on all questions of law. 

Now my last point, sir, and I am not at all sure that it is a good 
point. It is merely a suggestion as to a possible solution for what 
seemed to us some of the difficulties inherent in the legislation. That 
would be statutory authorization for inclusion in construction and 
possibly supply contracts of a provision for the usual commercial type 
bilateral arbitration, rather than this unilateral arbitration, if you 
can call it arbitration, by a representative of one of the parties that 
you have under the present disputes clause. 

Mr. WILLIS. If the bills would go in that direction, that would be 
an entirely different approach. 

Mr. MACOMBKH. Tliat would be an entirely different approach, sir, 
and to be effective it would undoubtedly have to provide for arbitra- 
tion of questions of mixed law and fact, as well as pure questions of 
fact. It may be questionable whether the Government should submit 
itself to bilateral arbitration on questions of law. We simply throw 
that out as suggestion for consideration. 

That is all I have, Mr. Chairman. I will be very happy to answer 
any questions.   I appreciate the opportunity of appearing. 

Mr. WILLIS. I think it might be appropriate for the record at this 
time to note that in the case of B. W. Vonstrvction Co. v. United States, 
decided in 1944, it was held that the question of whether the contract 
had been breached was not within the disputes of fact clause. The 
construction of the ])rovision in the specifications which seemed to be 
in conflict was held not to be within the adjudicative powers of the 
contracting officer in Standard v. United States, decided in 1947. 
Whether the contractor is entitled to recover for certain road main- 
tenance, and also whether the contract called for payment of extra 
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concrete work at unit prices was held not to be within the disputes of 
fact clause. 

I mention that because I am wondering, to carry out your thought, 
that if we try to insert some provision about giving the adjudicating 
oflSc«r some power over some facets of the questions of law we would 
not be going farther than the cases at this point go, and that we would 
be entering into a dangerous field. 

Mr. MACOMBER. I think there is danger of that, Mr. Willis, yes, sir. 
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much for your contribution. 
Mr. FoLEY. The next witness is Mr. Winkebnan. 

STATEMENT OF DWIGHT W. WINKELMAN, PRESIDENT, D. W. 
WINKELMAN CO., SYRACUSE, N. Y., REPRESENTING THE ASSO- 
CIATED GENERAL CONTRACTORS OF AMERICA 

Mr. WiNKLEMAN. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
I am president of the D. W. Winkelraan Co., Syracuse, N. Y. I am 
appearing as a representative of the Associated General Contractors 
of America. I am a member of the association's executive committee, 
and was president in 1948. 

The association represents more than 6,500 of the Nation's leading 
general contractors. These construction firms, along with their other 
work, execute nearly all of the public works construction, both mili- 
tary and civil, performed for the Federal Government. 

On behalf of all contractors signing construction contracts with the 
Federal Government, we recommend that the Congress enact legisla- 
tion which will establish b;^ law, beyond the possibility of doubt, the 
fundamental principle of American justice that the parties to a con- 
tract with the Federal Government have the right of judicial review 
of disputes which arise. 

The right of appeal from the decision of contracting oflBcers and de- 
partment heads was so drastically limited by the decision of the United 
States Supreme Court in the Wunderlich case as to become 
meaningless. 

The necessary clarification of the law can be accomplished by enact- 
ment of S. 24, by Senator Pat McCarran, which was passed by the 
Senate on June 8,1953, or the identical bill, H. K. 1839, by Chairman 
Chauncey W. Reed of this committee. 

In our opinion this legislation is essential, is in the public interest, 
and is needed as soon as possible to correct a current and serious in- 
equity in our laws. 

In order that I may be brief and conserve the committee's time, 
I would like to submit for the record the testimony which Mr. H. E. 
Foreman, managing director of the association, and John C. Hayes, 
counsel, gave in some detail on February 15, 1952, before the Senate 
Judiciary Committee when it held hearings on S. 2487 during the 
previous Congress. 

At the last two annual conventions the association adopted resolu- 
tions recommending that Congress enact legislation such as is before 
you. I would like to submit the latest resolution for the record. The 
association's governing and advisory boards last September again sup- 
ported the recommendation, and authorized the statement by Presi- 
aent C. P. Street, which I also would like to submit. 

444ia—84 5 
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Without going into detail, I would like to outline the principal rea- 
sons why we believe that such legislation is essential, is in the public 
interest, and should be passed. 

The members of the committee are familiar with the decision by 
the United States Supreme Court on November 26, 1951, in the Wun- 
derlich case, which led to the legislation under consideration. The 
court interpreted the finality clause, formerly article 15, of the stand- 
ard Government construction contract form to mean that there could 
be judicial review of the decision of a department head involving a 
question of fact only in the event that fraud was alleged and proved. 
The Court added: 
By fraud we mean conscious wrongdoing, an intention to cheat or be dishonest. 

As proof that the Court of Claims is following the decision, the 
court has stated {Palace Carp. v. United States) : 

The Supreme Court in construing the standard form of article 15 has now 
limited the scope of review of decisions of heads of departments to cases in 
which i)osltIve fraud is alleged and proved. No fraud is alleged iu this case. 
It would be a sheer waste of time and energies of tlie court and the litigants 
to hear evidence beyond the limits of the blueprint clearly drawn by the highest 
judicial authority. 

This strict limitation has, in effect, deprived contractors of the fun- 
damental right of judicial review of disputes arising under Govern- 
ment contracts. 

We believe that there is an immediate need in the public interest 
for such legislation, because the Wunderlich decision has had three 
principal harmful effect^s. 

1. Tlie decision has deprived contractors of a fundamental right 
of judicial review of disputes, and this has created an inequity in our 
laws governing contractual relationships. 

2. The legislation has made the administrative agencies of Gov- 
ernment, which are parties to the contracts, also tlie final judges of 
their impartial administration, thus giv^ing them both administrative 
and judicial functions. 

3. The decision has left contractors at the mercy of Government 
agencies. This adds another hazard to contracting for the Govern- 
ment. For each hazard the prudent contractor must add a con- 
tigency item to his office. This tends to increase the cost of con- 
struction. 

We believe that these should lie corrected as soon as possible. 
We believe that a clear, definite and permanent Federal policy on 

the right of judicial review of disputes arising under Government 
contracts can be established most effectively by legislative action. We 
are doubtful if it can come about in any other manner. 

For more than a quarter of a century the AGC, the professional 
societies and other associations in the industry have accepted invita- 
tions to consult with the various Government departments which have 
had the authority to prescribe contract forms. So far no standard 
construction contract fonn with a disputes clause whicli the industry 
considers equitable has been adopted. 

On December 1, 19.53, the use of a revised standard Government 
construction contract form and related documents was made manda- 
tory by Goverimient contracting agencies by action of the General 
Services Administration.   A revised disputes clause, now article 6, 
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provides that decisions of department heads shall be final and con- 
clusive "unless determined by a court of competent jurisdiction to 
have been fraudulent, arbitrary, capricious, or so grossly erroneous 
as necessarily to imply bad faith." The Supreme Court equated these 
phrases to fraud, so the new disputes clause gives no relief. 

The prescribed use of this standard contract form by the General 
Services Administration emphasizes that neither the Government 
agencies nor the contractors are free parties to determine the wording 
of tlie contract which they sign. 

We are grateful to GSA Administrative Mansure for ixjstponing 
effective date of the new standard contract from July 19 to December 
1, 1953, so that our association and others could have the opportunity 
of presenting our views. So far Goverimnent agencies have not agreed 
on an equitiible disputes clause. 

Even tliough a satisfactory contract form might eventually be de- 
termined by administrative action, we believe that the Congress 
should estalDlisli Federal policy on such a fundamental principle of 
American justice. 

The Supreme Court in its nuijority opinion pointed out that this 
was a matter for Congiess by stating: 

The Uinitalion upon this arbitral process is fraud, placed there by this court. 
If the standard of fraud that we adhere to is too limited, that is a matter 
for Congress. 

Prior to the Supreme Court decision, contractors did have the right 
to go to the Court of Claims with their disputes. The need for legis- 
lation to reclarify that fundamental right of judicial review is pointed 
up by the dissenting opinions. 

Justice Douglas, with Justice Reed concurring, wrote in part: 
We should allow the Court of Claims, the acency close to these disputes, to 

reverse an official whose conduct is plainly out of bounds whether he is fraudu- 
lent, perverse, captious, incompetent, or just palpably wrong. The rule we 
announce makes Government oppressive. The rule of the Court of Claims gives 
a citizen justice even against his government. 

Justice Jackson wrote in part: 
Granted that these contracts are legal, it should not follow that one who 

makes a public contract puts himself wholly in the power of contracting offi- 
cers and department heads ... I still believe one should be allowed to have 
a judicial hearing before his business can be destroyed by administrative action. 

In conclusion, we reconmtend that Congress, as promptly as pos- 
sible, enact the legislation contained in S. 24 and H. R. 1839, which 
will clearly establish by law the fundamental principle of American 
justice tliat the parties to a contract with the Federal Government have 
the right of judicial review of disputes which may arise. Our rea- 
sons are: 

1. Neither the Government contracting agency nor the contractor 
has the autliority to determine the wordhig of the standard Govern- 
ment construction contract form. 

2. The Supreme Court, in the Wunderlich decision, limited the 
disputes clause in the standard contract to apply only to cases in 
which fraud is alleged and proved, and limited fraud to mean "con- 
scious wrongdoing, an intention to cheat or be dishonest." 

3. Even if a satisfactory disputes clause is adopted by administra- 
tive action, the policy does not necessarily become permanent. 
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4. The legislation is in the public interest because it will correct 
an inequity and restore justice to contractual relationships, and will 
remove a hazard which tends to increase the cost of construction. 

5. It is proper that Congress establish a clear, definite, and perma- 
nent policy on such a fundamental principle of American justice. 

fi. Enactment of the legislation will not increase the burdens on the 
courts. 

Mr. Chairman, that concludes my formal testimony. I would be 
glad to answer questions. 

The CHAIRSIAN. Do you wish to include in your statement these 
letters? 

Mr. WixKELMAN. To accompany my statement, yes, sir. I be- 
lieve it is not necessary for me to go through them. It would not be 
conserving your time. 

The CHAIRMAN. If there is no objection. 
(The letters referred to are as follows:) 

GENERAL SEnvrcES ADMINISTBATION, 
Waahinnton S5, D. C, .June 18,1953. 

Mr. H. E. FOREMAN, 
Managing Director, The Asuociated General Contractors of Anterica, Inc., 

Uunaey Building, Washington 4, D. C. 
DEAB MB. FOREMAN : This replies to yonr letter of May 26, 1953, concerning the 

standard construction contract form and related forms, which were prescribed 
by the Administration for mandatory governmentwide use effective June 19, 
1953. You feel, apparently, that Industry was not consulted sufficiently in the 
development of the forms. 

As you know, the Go\ernment drafting group had several meetings with the 
Public Works Construction Advi.sory Committee of which you were a member. 
After the abolition of the committee, drafts of the forms were submitted, on 
October 29, 1951, to Mr. Edmund R. Purvis, executive director of the American 
Institute of Architects, former committee chairman. On November 5, 1951, 
Mr. Purvis advised that industry comments would be forthcoming by Novem- 
ber .'{0. As no comments were received it was assumed that the forms were 
satisfactory. 

I definitely want to receive and give full consideration to the views of indus- 
try on this or any other standard contract form before it is issued by the 
Government. 

In view of the procedural requirements of the Department of Defense, we 
recently extended, until December 1, 1953, for the Department, the effective date 
for mandatory use of the form. To avoid having different rules for the military 
and civilian agencies, I have decided to make the June 19, 1953, date one for 
optional use only, and to extend until December 1, 1953, the date for mandatory 
use. 

This period of optional use will afford both Government and industry an 
opportunity to discover from actual practice whether there are any "bugs" in the 
form. It will also give you and other industry spokesmen the time to present 
your views to tbis Administration. In this connection I suggest that you get In 
touch with our General Counsel, Mr. Maxwell H. Elliott, or Mr. John W. Fretz, 
Jr., of his staff. Either of them will be happy to arrange for an appropriate 
conference. 

On the matter of the disputes clause, I think that you will find, upon further 
consideration, that such clause substantially reflects the intent as well as the 
letter of the dissenting opinions In the Wunderlich case. This Is not Intended to 
preclude you from further discussion of this question with Messrs. Elliott and 
Fretz if you so desire. 

I am sending copies of this letter to Mr. Purvis and the Secretary of Defense. 
Sincerely yours, 

EDMUND F. MANSUBE, AdminUtrator. 
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MAT 28. 1953. 
Mr. EDMUND F. MANSUHE, 

AdmirUatrator, Oenerai Services Administration, 
Washintjton 25, D. C. 

DEAR MR. MANSUBE: This association, representiug 0,300 of the Nation's gen- 
eral construction contractors, has for many years been lieenly aware of the 
hazards its members were assnmlng In doing business with the Government under 
the provisions of the Standard Government Construction Contract Ftorm 23. A 
continuing efTort, beginning In 1929, has been made to secure, by administrative 
action, a revised form of contract more equitable to contractors, and, more 
speciflcally, to rectify conditions created by certain court decisions Interpreting 
specific contracts and sijecificatioiis. Notable among these were situations In 
which the contractor was denied compensation for damages as the result of 
delay by actions of the Government (U. S'. v. Fohy. 1946, 329 U. S. 64; O. 8. v. 
Ricr, 1942, 317 U. S. 61), and situations where appeal from the decision of the 
department head was denied the contractor uniesis fraud on the jiart of the 
department head was alleged and proved (U. 8. v. Wvnderlich, 1951,342 U. S. 98). 

In delivering its opinion In the Wunderlich case, the Supreme Court stated: 
"By fraud we mean conscious wrongdoing, an intention to cheat or be dis- 

honest." 
The serious and far-reaching implications of the decision were summed up 

by Mr. Justice Douglas, in the strong dissenting opinion, wherein he stated: 
'•But the rule we announce has wide application and a devastating effect. It 

makes a tyrant out of every contracting officer. Hi- is granted the power of a 
tyrant even tliough he is stubborn, perverse, or captions. He is allowed the 
I)ower of a tyrant though he is Incompetent or negligent. He has the power 
of life and death over n private busine.«!S even though his decision Is grossly 
erroneous.   Power granted is seldom neglected." 

Mr. Justice Jackson, in his dissent, stated in part: 
"Granted that these contracts are legal, it should not follow that one who 

takes a public contract put.s him.self wholly in the iiower of contracting oWicers 
and department heads." 

In September 1949, the writer, representing the Associated General Contrac- 
tors of America, together with representatives of the America Institute of 
Architects, American Society of Civil Engineers and the American Society of 
Mechanical Engineers, were named as a subcommittee of the Construction In- 
dustry Advisory Council to what was then the Federal Works Agency, now con- 
solidated into and made part of the General Services Administration, and had 
submitted to it a tentative revision of form 23, with the request that the sub- 
committee criticize the tentative draft and submit recommendations and sug- 
gestions. The writer sen-ed as chairman of that subcomniittee. Careful analysis 
of the tentative draft was made and a comparison was made of the form 23 
then In force. Numerous meetings were held by the subcommittee and at least 
three meetings were held with representatives of the Gdvernment In the offices 
of the Federal Works Agency. 

In December 19.51, after a Government reorganization had taken place, the 
Construction Industry Advisory Council as a whole was notified of its abolish- 
ment, with no comment either in connection with this contract form or the many 
other matters that were discussed with it during its existence. 

On March 19. 1958, your office i.ssued General Services Administration Gen- 
eral Regulation 13, of which tlie 19.5:^ revision of form 23 is a part, provisions of 
which become efl'ective June 19, 19i>S. A careful study has been made of this new 
form, comparing it with the tentative draft submitted in 1949, with the form 
presently in effect, and with the recommendations made by my advisory com- 
mittee. The summation can be very brief: A few changes of a clarifying na- 
ture have been made, and a very few of the suggestions of the subcommittee ap- 
pear to have had some considerations In the revision. For the most part, how- 
ever, the contract is substantially the same as the 1942 version, and is drafted 
completely from the standpoint of the Government. 

WTille our objections are not confined to the disputes clause (clause 6), It is 
a representative example of the contract's unfairness. Under the provisions of 
this clause the contractor, in order to have appeal from the decision of the de- 
partment head, must prove him to be fraudulent, arbitrary, capricious, or so 
grossly erroneous as necessarily to imply bad faith.   For all practical purposes 
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this means that the decision of the administrative offlcials nearly always will be 
final because of the extreme difficulty of proving fraud. Many other provisions 
of tie contract are almost equally unfair. 

The ."solicited criticism and recommendations of four of the largest and most 
respected organizations in the construction industry have been almost com- 
pletely disregarded in favor of arbitrary provisions giving Government agents 
unlimited power over tho.se who enter into contracts with the Government. The 
question can well be asked: "If representatives of the largest segments of the 
industry cannot in any important degree alter the terms of Government con- 
tracts, even when Invited to do so, how can an individual contractor or bidder 
have any prospect of Influencing the terms of Government construction work 
whereon he has pledged his equipment and capital as security that the contract 
will be carried out in accordance with its terms?" 

In the Wunderlich case, the Supreme Court made the following statement: 
"Respondents were not compelled or coerced into making the contract. It 

was a voluntary undertaking on their part. As competent parties they have 
contracted for the settlement of disputes In an arbitral manner." 

This indicates that the parties, in contracting with the Government, are capable 
of adjusting the contract terms at will. Nothing can lie farther from the truth. 
Neither party is at complete liberty to make such adjustment.?. If we visualize 
the Government in an individual case to be an individual contracting officer, he 
is under instructions to follow standards developed by another tribunal, represent- 
ing the Government, that has prescribed those standards. 

It is our sincere hope that you will recognize the unjustness of this document 
and take corrective measures before its effective date. We will, as always, be 
pleased to cooperate and assist in any way possible. 

This letter has also been sent to the Secretary of Defense. 
Sincerely yours, 

H. E. FOREMAN. 
Managing Director. 

STATEMENT BY PWIGHT W. WINKEI.MA.N, PRKSTDENT, D. W. WINKELM.VN CO., 
SYRACUSE, N. Y., KEPBESENTI.VO THE ASSOCIATKD GENERAI- CONTKACTORS OT 
AMERICA 

My name is Dwight W. Winkelman. I am president of the D. W. Winbelman 
Ck)., Syracuse, N. Y. 

I am appearing as a representative of the Associated General Contractors of 
America. I am a memlier of the association's executive committee, and was 
president in 1948. 

The association represents more than G.^OO of the Nation's loading general 
contractors. These construction firms, along with their other work, execute 
nearly all of the public works construction, both military and civil, performed 
for the Federal Government. 

On behalf of ali contractors signing construction contracts with the Federal 
Government, we recommend that the Congvcs,« enact legislation which will 
establish l\v law, beyond the possibility of doubt, the fundamental principle of 
American justice that the parties to a contract with the Federal Government 
have the right of judicial review of disputes which arise. 

The right of appeal from the deci.sion of contracting officers and department 
heads was so drnstically limited by the decision of the United States Supreme 
Court in the Wunderlich case as to become meaningless. 

The necessary clarification of the law can be nccomplished by enactment of 
S. 24, by Senator Pat McCarran, which was passed by the Senate on June 8, 
195,3, or the identical bill, H. R. 1839, by Chairman Chauncey AV. Reed of this 
committee. 

In our opinion this legislation is essential, is In the public interest, and Is 
needed as soon as possible to correct a current and serious inequity in our laws. 

In order that I may be brief and conserve the committee's time, I would like 
to submit for the record the testimony which Mr. H. E. Foreman, managing 
director of the association, and .Tohn C. Hayes, counsel, gave in some detail on 
February 1.5, 1952. before the Senate .Tudiciary Committee when it held hearings 
on S. 2487 during the previous Congress. 

At the last two annual conventions the association adopted resolutions recom- 
mending that Congress enact legislation such as is before you.   I would like to 
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submit the latest resolution for the record. The association'R Koveming and 
advisory boards last September aicain supported the recommendation, and au- 
thorized the statement by President C. P. Street, which I also would like to 
submit. 

Without KoinK Into detail, I would like to outline the principal reasons why 
we believe thut such legislation is eiiseutial, is in the public interest, and should 
be pastied. 

JT'DICIAL BEVIEW  NOW LIMITED TO FRAUD 

Members of the committee are familiar with the decision by the Dnited States 
Supreme Court on November 26, 1901, in the Wunderlich ease, which led to the 
leKi-sliition under considerntion. The Court interpreted the finality clause, for- 
merly article 15, of the standard Government construction contract form to mean 
that there could be judicial review of the decision of a department head in- 
volving a question of fact only in the event that fraud was alleged and proved. 
The Court added: "By fraud we mean conscious wrongdoing, an intention to 
cheat or be dishonest." 

As proof that the Court of Claims Is following the decision, the Court has stated 
(Palace Corp. v. United States, 110 F. Supp. 470, 478 (Ct. Cl. 1953)) : 

"The Supreme Court in construing the standard form of article 15 has now 
limited the scope of review of decisions of heads of departments to cases in which 
positive fraud is alleged and proved. No fraud is alleged in this case. It would 
be a sheer waste of time and energies of the court and the litigants to hear evi- 
dence beyond the limits of tlie blueprint clearly drawn by the highest judicial 
authority." 

This strict limitation has, in effect, deprived contractors of the fundamental 
right of judicial review of disputes arising under Government contracts. 

CHANGE  NEEDED  IN  PUBLIC  INTEREST 

We believe that there la an immediate need in the public interest for such legis- 
lation, because the Wunderlich decision has had three principal harmful effects: 

1. The decision has deprived contractors of a fundamental right of judicial 
review of disputes, and this has created an inequity in our laws governing con- 
tractual relationships. 

2. The legislation has made the administrative agencies of Government, which 
are parties to the contracts, also the final Judges of their impartial administration, 
thus giving them both administrative and judicial functions. 

3. The decision has left contractors at the mercy of Government agencies. 
This adds another hazard to contracting for the Government. For each hazard 
the prudent contractor must add a contingency item to his oflBce. This tends to 
increase the cost of construction. 

We believe tliat these should be corrected as soon as possible. 

LEGISLATION IS  BEQTJIBED 

We believe that a clear, definite and permanent Federal policy on the right of 
judicial review of disputes arising under Government contracts can be established 
most effectively by legislative action. We are doubtful if It can come about in 
any other manner. 

For more than a quarter of a century, the AOC, the professional societies and 
other associations in the Industry, have accepted invitations to consult with the 
various Government departments which have had the authority to prescribe con- 
tract forms. So far no standard construction contract form with a disputes 
clause which the industry considers equitable has been adopted. 

On December 1, 1953, the use of a revised standard Government construction 
contract form and related documents was made mandatory by Government con- 
tracting agencies by action of the General Services Administration. A revised 
disputes clause, now article 6, provides that decisions of department heads shall 
be final and conclusive "unless determined by a court of competent jurisdiction 
to have been fraudulent, arhitrao', capricious, or so grossly erroneous as neces- 
sarily to imply bad faith." The Supreme Court equated these phrases to fraud, 
80 the new disputes clause gives no relief. 

The prescribed use of this standard contract form by the General Services 
Administration emphasizes that neither the Government agencies nor the con- 
tractors are free parties to determine the wording of the contract which they sign. 

We are grateful to GSA Administrator Mansnre for postponing effective date 
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of the new standard contract from June 19 to December 1, 1953, so that our 
association and others could have the opportunity of presenting our views. So 
far Oovernment agencies have not agreed on an equitable disputes clause. 

Even though a satisfactory contract form might eventually be determined by 
administrative action, we believe that the Congress should establish Federal 
policy on such a fundamental principle of American justice. 

SUBJECT  FOB  C0N0BES8 

The Supreme Court in its majority opinion pointed out that this was a matter 
for Congress by stating: "The limitation upon this arbitral process Is fraud, 
placed there by this Court. If the standard of fraud that we adhere to is too 
limited, that Is a matter for Congress." 

FUNDAMENTAL  FBINCII'LES 

Prior to the Supreme Court decision, contractors did have the right to go to 
the Court of Claims with their disputes. The need for legislation to reclarify 
that fundamental right of judicial review is pointed up by the dissenting opinions. 

Justice Douglas, with Justice Reed concurring, wrote in part: 
"We should allow the Court of Clahns, the agency close to these disputes, to 

reverse an oflSciai whose conduct is plainly out of bounds whether he is fraud- 
ulent, perverse, captious, incompetent, or just paljinbly wrong. The rule we 
announce makes Government oppressive. The rule of the Court of Claims gives a 
citizen justice even against his Government." 

Justice Jackson wrote in part: 
"Granted that these contracts are legal. It should not follow that one who 

makes a public contract puts hira.«elf wholly in the power of contracting officers 
and department beads • • • I still believe one should be allowed to have a 
judicial hearing b«'fore his business can be destroyed by administrative action." 

CONCLUSION 

On conclusion, we recommend that Ct)ngress, as promi)tIy as iivsslble. enact 
the legislation contained in S. 24 and H. R. 1839, which will clearly establish by 
law the fundamental principle of American justice that the parties to a contract 
with the Federal Government have the right of judicial review of disputes 
which may arise.   Our reasons are : 

1. Neither the Government contracting agency nor the contractor has the 
authority to determine the wording of the standard (iovernment construction 
contract form. 

2. The Supreme Court, In the Wunderlich decision, limited the disputes clause 
In the standard contract to apply only to cases in which fraud is alleged and 
proved, and limited fraud to mean "conscious wrongdoing, an Intention to cheat 
or be dishonest." 

3. Even if a satisfactory disputes clause is adopted by administrative action, 
the policy does not necessarily become permanent. 

4. The legislation is in the public Interest because it will correct an inequity 
and restore Justice to contractual relationships, and will remove a hazard which 
tends to increase the cost of construction. 

5. It is proper that Congress establish a clear, definite and permanent policy 
on such a fundamental principle of American justice. 

6. Enactment of the legislation will not increase the burdens on the courts. 

STATEMENT BT H. B. Ft)REMAN, MANAOINO DiRjxrroB, THE ASSOCIATED GENERAL 
CONTRACTORS  OF AMERICA,  INC. 

STANDARD GOVERNMENT CONTRACT FORM 23 DISPUTES CLAUSE (ARTICL« 16) 

My name Is Herbert E. Foreman. I apiiear before you as the managing di- 
rector of the Associated General Contractors of America, Inc. We appear pri- 
marily before your committee to seek legislative relief from the interpretations 
of the disputes clause found in the standard Government contrai-t form by 
the Supreme Court of the United States In the Wunderlich case decided No- 
vember 20, 19i>l. This decision has had a disturbing effect throughout the 
entire membership of the vast construction industry. 



REVIEW OP FINALITY CLAUSES IN GOVERNMENT CONTRACTTS     69 

In appearing here today as the representative of an association whose memr 
bership is composed of over 6,000 general contractors, we are seeking to maintain 
and strengthen the high standards of skill, Integrity and responsibility to which 
onr association is dedicated. 
General situation 

In the Wunderlich case, the Supreme Court makes the following statement: 
"Respondents were not compelled or coerced into making tlie contract. It was 
a voluntary undertaking on their part. As competent parties they have con- 
tracted for the settlement of disputes in an arliitral manner." This statement 
brings into focus a point on which we wish to dwell at considerable length. It 
Indicates tliat the parties. In contracting with the Government, are dealing at 
arm's length and are capable of adjusting the contract terms at will. Nothing 
can be farther from the truth. Neither party is at complete liberty to make 
such adjustments. That is, If we visualize the Government in nn Individnal case 
to be an individnal contracting officer, he is under instructions to follow stand- 
ards developed by another tribunal representing the Government, that has pre- 
scribed these standards. This tribunal has shifted In character and personnel 
many times during the last 30 years, originating by Executive order as the In- 
terdepartmental Board of Contracts and Adjustments issued in 1021 under the 
Treasury Department, with representatives duly selected by all the departments, 
and promulgated Its first drafts of standard conditions for the several types of 
contracts in 1926. The departments and agencies and their respective con- 
tracting officers were under instruction not to deviate therefrom, except after 
having made specific request upon the Board for permission to do so and having 
the same granted. 

Various reorganizations of the Government have since taken place and the 
Board, or at least its functions, appear to have been transferred to the Bureau 
of Federal Supply, of the Treasury Department, and, since that time, at lea.st in 
part to the General Services Administration. Also, In the interim, two separate 
Procurement Acts have been passed, one being the Military Procurement Act of 
1947, and the other the Federal Procurement Act of 1948. In each case it pre- 
scribes the duty of promulgating the standards of procurement. This would seem 
to fix the respective authority but the procedures for obtaining consideration for 
changes in established contract forms, even though this witness has in the past 
several years been officially rfiquested to give advice, have not been satisfactory. 
At this time. Standard Construction Form of Contract No. 23 is generally in use 
and the departments are loath to make any substantial changes. Such being the 
case, either from the Government's side, or for the contractor individually, or even 
collectively, to work out satisfactory terms does not exist. 

The Supreme Court Is correct that a contractor Is not coerced to accept the 
contract with the Government, except in those cases during the war where con- 
fiscation was sometimes supgi'sted and wns iiuthdrizod should the war effort 
require. But in fulfilling the peacetime requirements for the Government, this 
Industry regularly finds a substantial portion of its market amounting to several 
billions of dollars annually coming from Federal Government sources. The In- 
dustry is certain that the construction needs of the Government are best filled 
as a result of private contracts arrived at after advertised comi)etltlve bidding 
and this association has encouraged its members to bid upon and accept contracts 
In spite of unfair conditions of the contract. Contractors intend to give no agency 
of the Government so minded any excuse for endeavoring to undertake to do the 
work with Its own forces. In the meantime, contractors through their association 
have never rested in its endeavor to bring about rephrasing of the contract so as 
to establish the fundamental rights for which America stands. The following 
recites a record of some of those efforts. 
IHtputeg claiue (art. 15) 

Our association for many years has been keenly aware of the hazard Its mem- 
bers were assuming in doing business with the Government, especially in view 
of the contnict provisions contained In article l.°i of the standard Government 
e»>ntract form.   This article provides as follows: 
"Disputes.—Except as otherwise specifically provided In this contract, all 
disputes concerning questions of fact arising under this contract shall he decided 
by the contracting officer subject to written appeal by the contractor within 30 
days to the head of the department concerned or his duly authorized represen- 
tative, whose decision shall be final and conclusive upon the parties thereto. In 
the meantime the contractor shall diligently proceed with the work as directed." 
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A continuing effort has been made to secure, by administrative action, a reTision 
of the disputes clause to permit Judiciary review of questions arising under a 
contract As early as IS)^ the Interdepartmental Board of Contracts and Ad- 
justments, created for the purpose of drafting a standard form of building and 
construction contract, tentatively adopted a form, and in article 21 included 
the right of the contracting officer to make final and conclusive decisions with 
the right of appeal to the head of the department or independent establishment 
However, provision was also made for the review of such decisions. This was 
stated in the following language: 
"His decision, when rendered, shall be final and conclusive and carried out by 
the parties as within the contemplation of this contract, unless within 30 days 
after such decision the contractor shall bring suit or give written notice to the 
head of the department or Independent establishment of his intention to bring 
suit in court to determine his legal rights involved in such decision." 
The later drafts of the proposed standard form of Government contract retained 
the right of the contracting officer to make final and conclusive decisions but 
eliminated the review clause. 

In 1032, It was my privilege to represent our association before the Board 
and take specific exception to the language in the disputes clause making the 
decision of the contracting officer and, upon appeal, the head of the department 
final and conclusive on di.sputed questions of fact. This is evidenced by the 
following excerpt appearing In the minutes of the Interdepartmental Board of 
Contracts and Adjustments dated Novemlier 18, 1932: 
"At tlie time of the hearings on the proposed new public contract law It was 
pointed out by the Associated General Contractors and others that this language 
making the decision of the executive department final and conclusive on dis- 
puted questions of fact was unfair to the contractor who, by reason thereof, was 
unable to have reviewed unfair decisions made by the contracting officer and 
generally approved by the head of the department." 

From the early thirties until the close of the Second World War, various forms 
of emergency contracts were in use, each designed to meet the circumstances 
of the emergency. However, at no time was the circumstance remedied so as to 
give the contractor an opportunity of review from tlie decision of the head of 
the department concerned. There was no disposition to give consideration to 
any amendments to a standard form of contract, inasmuch as the emergency 
forms had quite largely superseded the same during the period. 

By 1947 return had been made to the old standard forms In most instances and 
our "association again actively pressed for revision of the form. The records 
will show that in 1947 and 1948 a number of presentations and personal appear- 
ances were made through the Office of the Director of Federal Supply of the 
Treasury Department. In 1949 a revision of this form was developed by a com- 
mittee composed of governmental officials set up to advise the Director of Federal 
Supply. At the same time, there existed In the office of the Federal Works 
Agency, of which General Philip Fleming was Administrator, a Construction 
Industry Advisory Committee appointed from organizations representing various 
groups interested In public works construction and it was my privilege to repre- 
sent the Associated General Contractors on this Committee. In September 1949 
this Committee was asked to study and comment upon this suggested revised 
standard construction contract. The Advisory Committee, in turn, selected a 
subi'onimittee from within its niembei'ship composed of one representative each 
from the American Institute of Architects, American Society of Civil Engineers, 
American Society of Mechanical Engineers, and the Associated General Contrac- 
tors of America. This witness, as a representative of the Associated General 
Contractors, was named as chairman of this subcommittee, and Mr. John C. 
Hayes assisted the Committee as counsel. 

Many meetings were hold with the Government representatives serving on this 
committee. The industiy's committee recommended that the disputes clause be 
revised as follows: 

"Disjmte».—All disputes, except as otherwise specifically provided in this con- 
tract, arising under this contract shall be decided by the contracting officer who 
shall reduce his decision to writing and mail or otherwise furnish a copy thereof 
to the contractor. Within 30 days thereafter, the contractor may appeal in writ- 
ing to the head of the department concerned, and the decision in writing of such 
head or his duly authorized representative shall be final and conclusive upon 
the parties hereto, as to the progress and execution of the work, Provided that 
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nothing in tlUt contract or associated documents shall void the right of either 
party to this contract carrying the dispute Itefore a coui't of competent jurisdic- 
tion."    (Italics supplied.) 

At no time has it been possible to secure any substantial revision of the dis- 
putes clause conferring authority on the contracting oflacer, subject to apjieal to 
the head department, to make final and conclusive decisions on questions of fact. 
In the many conferences held with administrative gn^oups representing various 
departments, bureaus, and agencies there have always been one or two of the 
representatives who voiced the opinion that no revislQp should be made of the 
dlspHites clause. As a result, no change has been made, notwithstanding the ever 
narrowing definition of the disputes clause by the courts. 

The latest draft of tlie disputes clause that we have seen is that contained in 
a draft, dated October 18,1951, going the rounds of the various departments and, 
while the Construction Industry Advisory Committee was terminated by the 
present Administrator of the General Services Administration in December 1050, 
the at)ove-described organizations and their representatives have held themselves 
available to be of service on an informal basis. By reason of this fact, we have 
been privileged to see this latest draft and the disputes section contained therein 
reads as follows: 

"Disputes.—Except as otherwise specifically provided in this section, all dis- 
putes concerning questions of fact, arising under this contract shall be decided 
by the contracting officer who shall reduce his decision to writing and mall 
or othi'rwise furnish a copy thereof to the contractor. Within 30 days from the 
date of the receipt thereof, the contractor may appeal in writing to the head 
of the department concerned, and the decision in writing of such head or his duly 
authorized representative shall be final and conclusive upon the parties hereto. 
In the meantime the contractor shall diligently proceed with the work as di- 
rected." 

This demonstrates quite conclusively that legislative relief offers the only 
possibility of remedy. That there may be no question that the various con- 
tracting officers are barred from negotiating the contract terms at will is demon- 
strated by a letter attached hereto from t!ie Director of Federal Supply In 1947 
relating to the 19-12 edition of form 23 stating that the contract form was manda- 
tory, and the latest draft of a similar instruction contains similar language. 
Effect of the Wunderlich Decision 

Tlie holding of the Supreme Court in the Wunderlich case has conflrme<l our 
worst fears as to the effect of the finality clause In the disputes section of the 
contract. In past years, when the association has made arguments for a right 
of appeal In this article, we have frequently been met with the statement from 
Government olBcials that our fears were groundless; that in spite of anything 
that could be written into the contract of this nature, the Court would nonethe- 
less take cognizance of an injustice and afford the needed judicial remedy. 

This latest decision, In our estimation, completely demolished this i)osition. 
We, therefore, present to the committee our plea that legislation be enacted to 
establish In unmistakable terms this right of appeal. We believe that It is only 
fair that existing contracts and those arising out of contract which were In 
process at the time of the decision also be afforded such remedy or relief. 
Position of the Associated Qeneral Contractors of America, Inc. 

At the beginning of the present session of this Congress, our association ad- 
dresed the chairmen of the Judiciary Committees of the Congress requesting legls- 
latiou to emlHxiy the following i>rinclples: 

1. That any Government contract, regardless of the language of the contract 
lt«elf, shall be subject to appeal to appropriate courts from rulings of the con- 
tracting officer or the head of the department both as to matters of fact and law. 

2. That all existing contracts be modified accordingly. 
3. That any matters growing out of Government contracts, which were legally 

In process at the time of the decision, have their status renewed as of tlie date 
of such decision, and that the contract be construed In accordance with the 
principles set forth In 1 and 2. 

On behalf of general contractors we earnestly request favorable consideration, 
and ask early action so that the remedy may be accomplished during tills session 
of Congress. 

Mr. John C. Hayes, coimsel for the association, will follow with more details 
on the legal aspects of the questions involved. 
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'.   .     •',., TKEABtTBY DEPARTMENT, 
BUREAU OF FEDERAL SUPPLY, 

Washinffton, /). C, October 1, 1947. 
Office of the Director. 
Circular Letter B-69. 
To: Heads of departments and establishments. 
Prom: Clifton E. Mark, Director, Bureau of Federal Supply. 
Subject: Standard contract forms. 

Use by executive agencies of certain standardized forms of invitations for 
bids, instructions to bidders, contracts, bonds and purchase order has been 
prescribed by regulations approved by the Acting Secretary of the Treasury 
May 4, 1943, May 18, 1943. .July 7, 1944, and August 2.5, 1944 (Code of Federal 
Regulations, title 41, pt. 11), as follows: 

"SEC. 11.4 Fo>-mg to be imcd.—Except as otherwise authorized by law, by 
these regulations, by the Director, Bureau of Federal Supply, under section 
11.3, or by the instructions or directions contaiued in the forms themselves, 
the following standard forms shall be used without deviation by all depart- 
ments and establishments in the executive branch of tlie Government, for or 
in connection with every formal contract of the kinds specified that may be 
entered into by them. 

"(a) LeaneH. • » * 
"(b) Construction or Ktipplu contracts. * * * 
"(c) Con-ntruction contracts. 
"1. United States Standard Form No. 23-Rev. approved by the Secretary of 

the Treasury, revised April 3, 1942, for fixed-price contracts for the construc- 
tion or repair of public buildings or works." 

34TH ANNUAL CONVENTION, 
THE AS80<TATED GENERAL CONTKACTOKS OF AMERICA, INC., 

Miami, Fla., March 25-26, J953. 

RESOLUTION NO. T—RIGHT OF JUDICIAL REVIEW 

The Associated General Contractors of America, at Its 34th annual convention 
in Miami, Fla., March 23-26, 1953, reaffirms the re.solution adopted at its previous 
convention as follows: 

Tlie majority decision of the Supreme Court of the United States in the Wunder- 
lich case, decided November 20, 1051, interpreting the disputes clause (art. 15) 
of the standard form of Government contract to mean that the determination 
of a department head is final, and that there can be no recourse to the courts in 
disputes involving questions of fact unless fraud on the part of the Government 
is alleged and proved, makes legislation mandatoiy by the Congress of the United 
States to prevent the destruction of the competitive contract method now pre- 
vailing throughout the construction indusry. 

The dissenting opinions recognize and warn that the majority decision has wide 
ap|)Iication as well as a devastating effect, granting the contracting officer the 
power of life and death over a private business, which permits him to act with- 
out fear of further administrative review by an independent Government agency 
not involved in the dispute or judicial review by the courts. 

The Associated General Contractors of America for the past several years has 
sought administrative action on the revision of the disputes clause (art. 15) to 
permit judicial review of all questions arising under a contract, all to no avail. 

It is the sense of this convention that any decision by a contracting officer or 
head of a department should be subject to judicial review in order to guarantee 
that such decision is reasonable, made with due regard to the rights of both the 
contracting parties, and supported by the evidence upon which such decision 
was based. 

Therefore, the Associated General Contractors of America urges the Congress 
of the United States to enact legislation conferring on the courts jurisdiction to 
review any decision by a contracting officer or head of a department that is 
unreasonable or unjust, or not supported by substantial evidence; and further, 
that any provision in any contract with the United States abridging the rights of 
the parties thereto to court review be declared null and void and that contractors' 
suits now pending in the courts which have not been finally adjudicated be safe- 
guarded In tills legislation. 
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(Submitted for the record by Mr. Winkelman). 

STATEMBWT BY C. P. STBEOT, McDEmxT & STREET CO., CHABLOTTB. N. C, PRESIDENT, 
THE ASSOCIATED GENEUAL CONTRACTORS OF AMERICA 

My name Is C. P. Street, of McDevltt & Street Co., Charlotte, N. C, aud 
president of the Associated General Contractors of America. The association 
represents more than ((,300 of the Nation's leading general contractors. These 
construction companies, along with their other work, execute nearly all of the 
public works construction, both military aud civil, performed for the Federal 
Government. 

Mr. John C. Hayes, the association's counsel, and I are here representing 
AGC members to recommend that the Congress enact legislation which will 
establish by law the fundamental principle of Justice that the parties to a 
contract with the Federal Government have the right of judicial review of 
disputes which might arise. 

Such legislation is contained In H. R. 1839, by Chairman Reed of this com- 
mittee, and in S. 24 which was passed by the Senate on June 8. 

lu the interests of conserving the committee's time we will be brief. First, I 
would like to file with the committee the testimony which Mr. H. E. Toreman, 
managing director of the association, gave on February 1.5, 1S).'32, before the 
Senate Judiciary Committee when it held hearings on S. 2487 during the pre- 
vious session of t'ougross. 

Without going into detail, I would like now to outline the principal reasons 
why we believe that such legislation is essential, is in the public interest, and 
should be passed. 

REVIEW LIMITED TO FRAUD 

Members of the committee are familiar with the decision by the United States 
Supreme Court on November 26, 1951, in the Wunderlich case, which led to the 
legislation under consideration. The court interpreted the finality clause, 
article 15, of the standard Government construction contract form that there 
could be judicial review of the decision of a department head involving a ques- 
tion of fact only in the event that fraud was alleged and proved. The Court 
added: "By fraud we mean conscious wrongdoing, an intent to cheat or be dish 
honost." 

It is doubtful that a responsible otHclal of the Government would be guilty of 
"con.scious wrongdoing, an Intention to cheat or be dishonest." It would also 
be virtually impossible to prove even if this were .so. Therefore we believe that 
limiting the judicial review of decisions by department heads to cases in which 
fraud can be alleged and proved is. In effect, depriving contractors of such a 
right. 

EFFBX3T ON  THE  CONTRACTOR 

I would like to point out briefly the effect of this decision on the contractor. 
The business of general contracting has Inevitable hazards. For each hazard 
the prudent general contractor must add a contingency item to his bid. If the 
contractor Is denied the right of Judicial review of the decisions of contracting 
officers and department heads which he believes are wTong and unfair, another 
hazard has been created for his business. 

We believe that It Is In the public Interest to enact this legislation which 
will remove that hazard In that It wlU enable contractors to omit such a con- 
tingency Item from his bid. This will tend to decrease the cost of Federal 
construction, 

PROPER SUBJECT FOR CONQRESS 

The Supreme Court in its majority opinion pointed out that It was proper for 
the Congress to act in this matter.   Justice Mlnton wrote In imrt: 

"The limitation upon this arbitral process is fraud, placed there by this Court. 
If the standard of fraud that we adhere to Is too limited, that Is a matter for 
Congress." 

The association, at Its last two annual conventions, has adopted resolutions 
recommending that Congress enact legislation such as Is before you. At this 
point I would like to submit for the record a copy of the latest resolution. 

NOT FREE PARTIES 

Emphasis should be given to the fact that neither the Government contracting 
agencies nor general contractors are free parties to determine the wording of 
the standard Government construction contract form. 
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Here I would like to submit for the record a copy of General Regulation No. 13 
of the General Services Administration dated March 19, 1953. Had the time 
not been changed by Administrator Mansure, this would have made It mandatory 
for all Federal agencies to use revised standard construction contract forms 
starting June 19. 

A new disputes clause, now article 6, Is In this revised form No. 23a. This 
provides that decisions of department heads shall be final and conclusive "unless 
determined by a court of competent jurisdiction to have been fraudulent, arbi- 
trary, capricious, or so grossly erroneous as necessarily to imply bad faith." In 
our opinion this is no better than the previous disputes or finality clause. 

At this point, I would like to submit an exchange of correspondence between 
Mr. Foreman and Administrator Mansure. Following a thorough study of the 
revised contract form the association protested its unfairness to Mr. Mansure. 
He replied that mandatory use of the form has been postponed until December 1 
so that there will be opportunity • for further study and presentation of the 
views of the industry. 

We are grateful to Mr. Mansure for providing this association, and others 
in the Industry, an oiiportunity to pre.scnt our views and we have accepted his 
Invitation to meet with members of his staff. 

But I would like to point out that for more than 25 years representatives of 
AGC, the professional societies and other associations la the industry, have 
accepted the invitations of the various government departments which have 
had the authority to prescribe contract forms, and that tliere has not yet been 
adopted a fair and equitable standard construction contract form and satis- 
factory disputes clause. 

This is another reason why we believe that the Congress should state by 
legislation the principles which should prevail on judicial review of disputes. 

FUNDAMENTAL PEINCIPLB 

We believe that a fundamental principle of American justice is involved and 
that legislation should be enacted which will make it cleai- that tlio parties to 
a Government contract have the right of judicial review of disputes which might 
arise. 

Dissenting opinions of Supreme Court members encourage corrective action. 
Justice Douglas, with Justice Reed concurring, wrote in part: 

"But the rule we announce ha,s w^de application and a devastating effect- 
It makes a tyrant out of every contracting officer. • • * He has the power of 
life and  death  over a  private bu.siness even  though  his  decision  is  grossly 
erroneous. * 

"We should allow the Court of riaiius, the awncy close to these disputes, 
to reverse an official whose conduct i.s [plainly o>it of hounds wliether he is 
fraudulent, perverse, captious, incompetent, or Just palpably wrong. The rule 
we announce makes the Government oppressive. The rule of the Court of Claims 
gives a citizen ju.stice even against his Government." 

Justice Jackson, in his dissent, stated in part: 
"Granted that the.se contracts are legal, it sliould not follow that one who 

takes a public contract puts hiiu.self wholly In the power of contracting ofiicers 
and department heads. * • * i still believe one should be allowed to have a 
judicial hearing before Ills bu.slness can be destroyed by administrative 
action. * • *" 

We believe that it is proper for Congress to write into the law the basic 
principle that parties to a Government contract do have the right of judicial 
review, rather than to leave such a principle to the discretion of a Government 
offlcial. 

CONCtnSlON 

In conclusion I would like to emphasize the following: 
1. Neither the Government contracting agency nor the general contractor 

has authorit.v to determine the wording of tlie Government standard construction 
contract form. 

2. The Supreme Court, by its de<^islon in the Wunderlich case, has limited 
judicial review of disputes arising under Government contracts to cases where 
frauil Is alleged and proved, and has limited fraud to mean "conscious wrong- 
doing, an intention to cheat or be dishonest." 

3. The AGC, the professional societies, and other associations In the con- 
stnictum industry have by request consulted with Government agencies for 
more than a quarter of a century, but there has not yet been developed by admin- 
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istratlve action a fair and equitablo standard Government construction contract 
form or a satisfactory disputes or finality clause. 

4. We, tlierefore, recommend tliat the Congi-eas establisli the principle by 
legislation that the parties to a Government contract have the right of judicial 
review of disputes Involving questions of fact as well HR law, and thereby give 
a permanent remedy to the effects of the Supreme Court decision. 

5. We do not believe that enactment of the legislation will increase the burden 
for the courts. 

6. The legislation is in the public Interest because it will have a tendency to 
lower construction costs. 

Mr. WILLIS. I would like to ask just one question, Mr. Chairman. 
On pa^e 6 of your statement you say: "Even if a satisfactory disputes 
clause is adopted by administrative action, the policy does not neces- 
sarily become permanent." Let me sliow you how riglit you are. Mr. 
Macomber, who just testified in connection with the General Services 
Administration, on my questioning said that in his opinion to conform 
with the pre-Wunderlich situation—I made a note of it—the words 
in the GAO's proposal, "arbitrary" and "capricious," should be deleted, 
and that tliere should be left only the thought "Unless determined by 
a court of competent jurisdiction to liave been fraudulent or so grossly 
erroneous as necessarily to imply bad faith," period. 

Now, on page 4 of your statement you say that just last year General 
Services Administration proposed a revision, which had become article 
6, and you say that that article as then proposed just la.st year reads 
thusly: "Unless determined by a court of competent jurisdiction to 
have been fraudulent, arbitrary, capricious, or so grossly erroneous 
as necessarily to imply bad faith." Just last year they were willing 
to have the words "capricious" and "arbitrai"y,"' and I am not being 
critical at all, but apparently in today's testimony the General Counsel 
of General Services Administration says that those words "capricious" 
and "arbitrary" would go t<X) far and that he would want to delete 
them. Unless tlie gentleman can explain it who just testified, that was 
his testimony just a few minutes ago. 

Mr. MACOMBER. My thought was that I was directing my remark 
to the point that, as we saw it, the legislation and as well the clause 
in article 6 of the new standard form does do more than restore the 
pre-Wunderlich rule. 

Mr. WILLIS. I follow you. In otlier words, what you meant to 
convey is that the pre-Wunderlich situation would require the deletion 
of those two wor^ ? 

Mr. MACOMBER. Yes, sir. 
Mr. WiNKELMAN. Mr. Chairman, I would like to comment that to 

my personal knowledge our association and other professional groups 
have made a serious effort to cooperate with the various departments 
of Government in drawing up a standard form of contract, but it is 
a most difficult thing to do. There are many departments of Govern- 
ment. There are many separate heads, and we have so far been 
unsuccessful. I think it is just the result of human nature being as 
we are. We have so far never been able to draw up a standard form 
of contract. 

And then the point again I would like to make is that it does not 
insure permanency when it is a form of contract that is an administra- 
tive form that can be changed and cause as much injustice and difficulty 
as the Suin-eme Court decision brought to our attention. 
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I would like to put on the record the aims and objectives of our 
association. The No. 1 aim is to establish by law the fundamental 
principle of American justice that the parties to a contract with the 
i"ederal Government have the right of judicial review of disputes 
which arise; two, to have this riglit without the necessity of having 
to assiissinate the character of a representative of the Government by 
having to accuse him of the deliberate intention of cheating or being 
dishonest; three, we would like to provide an opportunity for court 
review of the few cases which have been denied court i-eview because of 
the Wunderlich decision. We believe that H. R. 1839 and S. 24 will 
accomplish this result. 

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. 
Mr. WiNKELMAN. Thank you for the privilege of appearing. 
Mr. FoLEY. Mr. Sinunons. 

STATEMENT OF ELWYN L. SIMMONS, PRESIDENT, THE J. L. 
SIMMONS CO., INC. 

Mr. SIMMONS. My name is Elwyn L. Simmons. I appear before 
you as president of the J. L. Simmons Co., of Chicago, 111., a firm whose 
predecessors have engaged in business as general contractor for over 
100 years and has completed numerous projects for the United State-s. 

At the hearings held before tliis subcommittee on July 30, 1953, I 
testified concerning the urgent need for legislative relief from the 
interpretation placed by the Sui)reme Court, in the Wunderlich de- 
cision, on the disputes clause of the standard form of Government 
contract, and pointed out that since that decision Government con- 
tractors, for all practical purposes, have been deprived of any judicial 
review of administrative decisions under the disputes clause. I there- 
fore supported S. 24 and its companion bill, H. R. 1839. 

Since that time, however, the Comptroller General, by letter dated 
December 30,1953, which the chairman read yesterday, has submitted 
to this committee a proposed substitute draft for these bills. This 
substitute, as stated by the Comptroller General, was prepared to 
meet objections of certain industries against giving the General Ac- 
counting Office express statutory authority to review administrative 
decisions under the disputes clause, and is designed to give the Gen- 
eral Accomiting Office no more authority in this connection than it 
had before the Wunderlich decision. The Comptroller General states 
that there is little or no ojjposition to this substitute by several in- 
dustry groups or by the interested administrative agencies. 

In view of the urgent need for legislation, I would like to add my 
voice in support of the substitute bill. It would permit review of 
agency decisions not only if they were fraudulent but also if they 
w^ere capricious or arbitrary or so grossly erroneous as necessarily to 
imply bad faith, or were not supported by substantial evidence. In 
my opinion, the possibility of such a review would put us on a more 
equal footing in our negotiations with Government contracting offi- 
cers and would restore the situation which existed })rior to the Wunder- 
lich decision.    I therefore heartily endoree the proposed substitute. 

I wish to thank the committee for this opportunity to appear before 
it again.    In other words, we need relief. 

Thank you, sir. 
Mr. FoLET. Mr. Gaskins. 
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STATEMENT OF JOHN W. GASZINS, ATTORNEY, WASHINGTON, D. C. 

Mr. GASKINS. Mr. Chairman, yesterday morning I filed with the 
committee counsel a statement urging the adoption of the proposed 
bill of the Comptroller General as set forth in his letter of December 
30, 1953, to this committee. I would like to have that statement filed 
and made a pait of my testimony. Since then I have had an oppor- 
tuiaity to hear the testimony of some 7 or 8 witnesses. I thought I 
could possibly be more useful to the committee if I would direct at- 
tention to some of the questions which the committee asked various 
witnesses which I did not think were fully answered. (The .state- 
ment i-eferred to appears at end of Mr. Gaskins' oral testimon3^) 

I should say that I am a member of King & King, 1020 I Street 
NW., the law firm which prosecuted the Wunderlich case in the Court 
of Claims. We won it tiiere, and we lost it in the Supreme Court. 
Our firm has been interested in these matters since 18G6, and our prin- 
cipal activities are in comiectiou with the prosecution of claims under 
Government contracts. 

Yesterday the question arose whether the Wunderlich decision 
really changed Uie law as it existed prior to the AVuuderlich decision, 
and Mr. Phillips, I believe, expressed what he characterized as a 
minority view that it did not. From time to time reference has beej 
made to the Supreme Court decision in the Eipley case. That was 
the case decided in 1911. The citation is 223 United States Reports, 
and I should like very briefly to refer to what the Supreme Court 
said in 1911 with respect to the obligation of a contracting officer. It 
said this: 

"But the very extent of the power and the conclusive character of 
his decision raises a corresponding duty that the agent's judgment 
should be exercised not capriciously or fraudulently but reasonably, 
with due regard to the rights of both the contracting parties. The 
finding of the court that the inspector's refusal was a gross mistake 
iuid act of bad faith, therefore, leads to the conclusion that the con- 
tractor was entitled to recover tlie damages caused thereby."' 

Now, when the Supreme Court in 1911 referred to capricious con- 
duct and to the responsibility of the contracting officer or the agent 
to act reasonably, with regard to the rights of both parties, I think 
that it was announcing a doctrine which was much more liberal than 
the doctrine announced in the Wunderlich case, which talks about 
conscious wrongdoing and intention to cheat or to be dishonest. So 
I fe«l that the law has been vei-y materially changed since 1911, and 
I think also that the Court of Claims feels that the law has been 
changed, because consistently in that court, before the Wunderlich 
decision, administrative decisions have been set aside if they were 
arbitrary or capricious or so grossly erroneous as necessarily to raise 
the implication of bad faith. 

The present rule that has been announced by the Supreme Court 
is impossible to comply with. It involves proving a mental stat« on 
the part of the deciding officer, which I do not believe any contractor 
will ever be able to prove. The Wunderlich decision was rendered 
in 1951, and I know of no case in the Court of Claims in the last 2 
years in which the contractor has been successful in meeting the burden 

44412—54 6 
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of proof imposed by the Wiinderlich decision. I think it is reasonable 
to suppose that none ever will if that rule continues. 

There is a very valid need for legislation in this field for a reason 
that has not been discussed before the committee up to the present 
time. This relates to the treatment which the contractors receive 
when they appear before these various departments and agencies that 
have the administration of Government contracts. Mr. Niederlehner, 
the representative for the Department of Defense, related yesterday 
that in his Department they had a hearing procedure. Well, that 
is true. They do have a hearing procedure, but it is the only depart- 
ment to mj- knowledge which even closely approximates or approaches 
the form of a quasi-judicial review in these matters. Let us take, 
for instance, the Veterans' Administration, which presently is engaged 
in letting millions of dollars worth of work involving the construction 
of veterans' hospitals. Very substantial disputes arise in connection 
with such work. I am presently interested in one now where the 
amount of the claim is approximately $2 million. Several subcon- 
tractors have failed as a result of the financial hardship that was 
imposed by the contracting officer's ruling. 

But what processes of judicial review do we have before the Vet- 
erans' Administration ? It is briefly this: We go with our witnesses 
to a board which they have constituted. We put our witnesses on the 
stand and we ask them questions. The board will ask questions from 
time to time, and when our witnesses have stopped speaking the hear- 
ing is ended. There is no provision whatever for the appearance of 
any Government witnesses. The contractor is given no opportunity 
to cross-examine any Government witnesses. At the end of the 
hearing, sometime later the contractor is supplied with a written 
statement purporting to set forth what the hearing board proposes to 
recommend to the head of the department as his administrative de- 
cision, and we are invited to make any objections to it. Well, we can 
make those objections, but we do not know what infonnation the 
board has obtained from the contracting officer. The Board frankly 
admits that it will confer with the contracting officer regarding this 
dispute, but we will not be present. I can produce decisions where 
the board stated that it had conferred with the contracting officer and 
had been advised certain things. I can recall one ca.se where they 
referred to an exhibit that they had obtained from the contracting 
officer. We wrote, asking for the exhibit, but we have never gotten 
the exhibit. That is a situation which exists with respect to hearings 
before the Veterans' Administration. 

I will cite one more example. T^^lat happens in the Bureau of 
Reclamation, which annually spends millions of dollars in connec- 
tion with reclamation projects, flood control projects and things of 
that character? Incidentally, the Wunderlich case arose out of the 
Bureau of Reclamation. You file a claim in writing, asking for a 
certain amount of money. If you do iiotliing more, you will get back 
a letter constituting the final decision. If you insist upon being heard, 
then you can go down and talk to an attorney in the Solicitor's Office, 
who will listen to what you have to say. You will not be confronted 
by any Government witnesses. You will not be permitted to examine 
the contracting officer or his representatives. And later you will be 
presented with a decision which possesses all of the finality which the 
present form of contract and the Wunderlich decision gives to it. 
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They are not exceptions to the rule. They are the general situa- 
tion which prevails m matters of this kind, but contractors have be- 
come so hardened to this procedure that they more or less take it as 
a matter of course because they knew that they were assured of uni- 
form treatment in the courts if they felt aggrieved as a result of those 
decisions. The Court of Claims for many, many years has con- 
sistently set aside those decisions, regardless of the hearing procedures, 
if it found tliat they were arbitrai-y or capricious or so grossly erro- 
neous as necessarily to raise the implication of bad faith. Now, today, 
we do not even have that uniform protection in the courts, and that is 
one reiison why we should have legislation on the subject. 

Such need is pointed up all the stronger I think by the fact that 
there is no established uniform procedure for tlie hearing of these 
disputes in the Govermnent. 

Mr. WiLLLs. At this point, so the record will be chronological, Mr. 
Macomber pointed out that as worded the bills miglit result in ap- 
pellate review rather than a de novo review. Do you read those bills 
that way, or what is your opinion ? 

Mr. GASKINS. I do not see how they possibly could result in a de 
novo review, because  

Mr. WILLIS. x\pi)ellate review. 
Mr. GASKINS. I thought you said a de novo review. 
Mr. WILLIS. NO. lie said pre-Wimderlich tlie review was de novo 

and this will mean appellate.   That is what I understood him to say. 
Mr. GASKINS. Representative Willis, we have never had a de novo 

review on these matters since the use of the disputes clause. Every 
contractor who goes into the Court of Claims for all practical purposes 
has one hand tied behind his back because he cannot prevail unless 
he can show that the decision was arbitrary or capricious or so grossly 
erroneous as necessarily to imply bad faith. 

Mr. WILLIS. SO you do not agree that pre-Wunderlich the review 
was strictly de novo ? 

Mr. GASKINS. No, sir, they have never been de novo. 
Mr. WILLIS. Since the disputes clause ? 
Mr. GASKINS. Since the disputes clause they have not been de novo, 

sir. 
Mr. WILLIS. And do you contemplate any different type of review, 

aside from the question of going forward with the proof? You do not 
anticipate any difference in type of review, it would still be appellate? 

Mr. GASKINS. It will be an appellate review, but it will have one 
big additional advantage. 

Mr. WILLIS. I follow that entirely, but I just wanted to know your 
idea of whether it is strictly de novo or appellate. 

Mr. GASKINS. Yes, sir. It will have this additional advantage, 
which I think is very real: All of the bills that are before the com- 
mittee today, including the Comptroller General's proposed draft, 
with the single exception of Representative Celler s bill, add the 
statement tliat the decision must be supported by substantial evidence. 
Now, that will be of very great value to contractors, because it will 
result in these various department and agencies feeling tliat they will 
have to produce their witnesses at these hearings and permit the con- 
tractor to examine them, in order to liave in the record some sub- 
stantial evidence to support their decisions when they go up on appeal 
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to the court. I do not feel tliat they will any longer run the risk of 
refusing to put their proof in the record where it will be exposed 
to the cross-examination of the contractor. So 3 of the bills whicli are 
before the committee today would give that very decided additional 
advantage. 

Mr. WILLIS. Do you not feel tliat perhaps there is some merit in the 
argument of the agencies that the substantial evidence rule in all 
honestv might be a little broader than the jurisprudence before 
Wunderlich? 

Mr. GASKINS. Representative Willis, there are some cases where the 
court has recognized the substantial evidence rule in connection with 
Government contracts. The substantial evidence rule has already re- 
ceived the stamp of aj^proval of Congress by its inclusion in the Ad- 
ministrative Procedure Act. For that reason, it is nothing new. The 
meaning of the substantial evidence rule has been interpreted by 
hundreds of decisions wliich have been rendered under that act. 

I would also like to point out that there is no uniformity today in 
the disputes clauses in Government contracts. The committee has 
heard two witnesses on that. I believe Mr. Niederlehner, repre.senting 
the Department of Defense, said that his Department's contract had 
now been changed to permit a limited judicial review, and he also 
said that it was his undci.standing, which I believe was confirmed by 
the representatives of the General Services Administration, that their 
form had presently been changed to include a limited judicial review 
as far as construction contracts were concerned. But these are only 
two of the many agencies in this Government which are engaged in 
letting important contracts. As far as I know—and I try to keep 
current in tliese matters—there has been no change whatever in the 
form of contract which the Veterans' Administration uses. There 
has been no change whatever in the form of contract which the Bureau 
of Reclamation uses. So we are not assured of any uniformity in the 
Government contract at all, even though certain representatives of 
Government agencies have indicated that they are willing to or have 
amended their own present forms. There is no assurance whatever 
that that will be a similar general approach on the part of all of the 
departments which are engaged in this type of contract work. 

Next, even if every department agreed to the proposed changes in 
the contract to permit a limited judicial review on disputed questions 
of fact, that would still leave the very real problem of what to do 
with provisions in the specifications relating to disputed questions of 
law. None of the so-called amendments which the committee has been 
told are now being made in contracts covers disputed questions of 
law. 

Mr. WiUAS. Or mixed questions of law and fact! 
Mr. GASKINS. NO, sir. They simply relate to disputed questions of 

fact. That is not going to be corrected in the absence of legislation. 
We know, for instance, that there is a tendency on the part of the 
Government specification writers today to put in the specifications, as 
distinguished from the standard form of contract, provisions which 
will give them vastly more authority than they have under the stand- 
ard form of contract with respect to disputed questions of fact. They 
are given the right to interpret the drawings, the plans, the specifica- 
tions.   Well, that is probably the most important part of the docu- 
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ments. When you empower a Government man not only to decide all 
disputed questions of fact, but also all disputed questions of law, I sub- 
mit that the signing of a Government contract is tantamount to the 
signing of a blank check. You are leaving it all entirely to him to 
decide the propriety of his own acts. 

Mr. WiLus. Do you still have contracts in existence with the all 
disputes clause as limited to disputes of fact? 

Mr. GASKINS. The all disputes clause was a development of PWA, 
sir. Wlien work was very hard to get, we found the Government re- 
vising PWA Form 51 to eliminate questions of fact and make it all 
disputes. A case involving that question was presented to the Supreme 
Court in MoShain v. United States, and the Supreme Court held that 
that was a valid provision. Well, after PWA was over they accom- 
plished the same purpose by another means. They restored the origi- 
nal contract provision which related to disputed questions of fact, but 
when in the specifications they said tliat if the contractor feels 
aggrieved as a result of any ruling of the contracting officer on any 
Question arising out of this contract, he shall take an appeal and the 

ecision on appeal will be final. The question of validity went to the 
Supreme Court in the case of Moorman v. United States, and again 
the Supreme Court held that it was perfectly all right for these Gov- 
ernment officers to be given that authority. 

I think that it is fundamentally wrong that the Government should 
be given this autliority, and I think tliat it can be corrected only 
througli the medium of legislation. 

Yesterday there was some discussion whether or not the enactment 
of legislation of this type would result in a flood of litigation. Mr. 
Phillijis was testifying at the time, and frankly I do not recall whether 
Mr. Philli))s advised the committee yesterday tliat there would be a 
flood of litigation or not, but I do know that when he was discussing 
the position of the Department of Justice in the last Congress before 
the Senate Judiciary Committee in connection with S. 2487 he said 
this: "We anticipate that its enactment would constitute an open invi- 
tation to a flood of litigation." 

Our office, in order to answer this assertion, made an examination 
of the Court of Claims decisions which had been i-endered over a period 
of 15 years prior to the Wunderlich decision relating to finality of 
decision. We found as a result of that examination that there are 
exactly 16 cases in which the Court of Claims had overruled the de- 
cision of a contracting officer. We found that there were exactly 
32 cases in which the Court of Claims had sustained a decision of the 
contracting officer. We ignored those decisions which turned upon the 
question whether or not the contractor had appealed in time. They 
were technical questions which we did not think were germane to this 
point. In any event, over a period of 15 years we had 48 cases on 
this point, or approximately .3 cases per year. If we are going to 
restore substantially what the contractor had prior to the Wunderlich 
decision and give lum a limited appeal to the Court of Claims, I most 
respectfully submit that there is no real danger of there being any 
flood of litigation as a result of any of the bills that are presently 
before this committee. 

I think I should say that those cases with their proper citations 
appear as part of the statement which I have asked leave to file. 
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I would like to discuss briefly Representative Celler's bill. I think 
possibly the bill does not do what it should do, because it relates only 
to disputed questions of fact and does not cover all disputes including 
disputed questions of law. It contains no provision prohibiting the 
future inclusion in Government contracts provisions with respect to 
questions of law, and it contains a 1-year statute of limitations. 

The committ«e yesterday seemed very much interested in what the 
statute of limitations should be in these cases* Well, here is a situation 
that might well arise. Due to the size and complexity of Government 
contracts today, it is not at all infrequent that a contruction contract 
will take 3 or 4 years to be completed. Now, under the terms of the 
contract, where a dispute arises we must note an appeal within 30 
days. So let us assume in the first year of the work an appeal is noted 
within 30 days and it is decided within a reasonable time and that the 
contractor feels aggrieved as a result of the decision. Then let us 
further assume that in the fourth year a dispute arises and the con- 
tractor within 30 days takes his appeal and he feels aggrieved as a 
result of that decision. He would not bring a suit in the Court of 
Claims under his first appeal until he knew what was going to happen 
in the second appeal, because he might be accused of splitting a cause 
of action, which you cannot do in the Court of Claims. But after the 
second decision and within the 6-year statute of limitations allowed in 
the Court of Claims he would then bring a suit on the two appeals. 
Well, under Representative Celler's bill he would find one set of stand- 
ards applicable to his first appeal, namely, those which prevailed 
under the Wunderlich decision, and a second set of standards ap- 
plicable to the second appeal. 

Then there is another valid reason why the relief which this com- 
mittee should recommend should go beyond a 1-year period. There 
are many contractoi-s under present contracts who find them-selves 
engaged in disputes with the Grovernment. Some of those contractors 
have taken their disputes into the courts. All of those plaintiffs in 
the Court of Claims have had the rules of the game changed since 
the time that they instituted their suits, and many of the contractors 
who entered into contracts prior to the Wundei'lich decision, which con- 
tracts are not yet completed, would find that the rules of the game had 
been changed if the relief should apply only to a decision which be- 
came final within 1 year prior to the date of the pa&sage of the 
legislation. 

I felt after reading these bills that there was no real occasion to be 
vei*y much concerned as to whether or not they were retroactive, be- 
cause I thought that they spnke as of the date of enactment, and any 
case which had not been subjected to judicial review as of that date 
would come within the scope of the remedial legislation. But if the 
committee should feel otherwise and think there is some doubt as to 
the retroactivity of any of the bills, I would suggest the inclusion of 
about nine words appearing immediately after the language  

Mr. Wn.iJ8. Which bill ? 
Mr. GASKINS. This would apply, sir, to any of the bills. 
Mr. WILLIS. Let us take H. R. 1839, for instance. 
Mr. GASKINS. All right, we will take H. R. 1839. Tn line 7 of the 

first page, where you use the words "shall be pleaded," I would insert 
after that "in any suit now filed or to be filed." T think that would 
^over all possible contingencies. 
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I see no danger in the proposition that old contracting officer's 
decisions might be reopened as a result of this legislation, because 
under the terms of the contract all of those decisions are final after 
30 days \mless the contractor has appealed. I also see no justification 
for fearing that any of this legislation would revive old claims that 
are barred by the statute of limitations. The statute of limitations 
in the Court of Claims is 6 years, and it is not optional with the Gov- 
ernment whether it will plead it. It is a jurisdictional statute, and 
the minute the cause of action becomes more than 6 years old it is 
automatically outlawed. 

Mr. FoLET. How would that affect a pending suit now ? 
Mr. GASKINS. Mr. Foley, I think the present bills would be appli- 

cable to any administrative decision in any case which had not been 
judicially decided by a court up to the time of the approval of this 
legislation. 

Mr. WiLUS. Let me ask you this question. Suppose a suit was filed 
last year and, seeking to comply with the Supreme Court holding, 
the complainant alleged that the contracting officer was guilty of 
fraud and cheating and all that, and that case has not been tried. 
Under your proposal he would not have to amend his complaint and 
just would not have to offer that kind of proof, or would he have to 
amend his pleadings? 

Mr. GASKINS. I think he should amend his pleadings to come under 
the new bill. 

Mr. WILLIS. I think he should, but would your wording permit it? 
Mr. GASKINS. If it applies to any suit now on file or to be filed, it 

covers every contingency. 
Mr. WILLIS. I think purely offhand that that may be a possible 

solution, because we certainly would not be reviving claims that are 
barred by the statute of limitations. 

Mr. GASKINS. NO, sir. 
Mr. FoLET. It has been brought to our attention here that there are 

certain suits now in the Court of Claims before the Commissioners. 
How would your proposal affect those cases? 

Mr. GASKINS. Yes, there are certain suits pending in the Court of 
Claims, and I represent some of the plaintiffs. I think that if any 
of these bills become law prior to the time that I have to argue those 
cases to the Court of Claims that the court could apply the provisions 
of this law to the consideration of those claims. ISow, I also repre- 
sented Wunderlich, but the Wunderlich case has been decided. I do 
not believe that this legislation would cover Wunderlich. I think 
possibly Mr. Wunderlich should ask for special relief later on. 

Mr. FOLEY. Then the bills in their present form with your proposed 
amendment would cover those situations that Mr. Willis and I have 
just asked you about ? 

Mr. GASKINS. I think .so, sir. I believe that concludes all the 
remarks that I would like to make, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. 
(The prepared statement submitted by Mr. Gaskins follows:) 

STATEMENT or .TOHN W. GASKINS, ATTORNEY, WASHINOTON, D. C. 

I am a practitioner before the bar of the District of Columbia, and a member 
of the law firm of King & King of Washington, D. C, which since 1866 has 
represented Government contractors before the various departments and con- 
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tractlng agencies, the Federal courts, and the United States Court of Claims. 
We won the Wunderlich case In the United States Court of Claims and lost It 
before the Supreme Court on November 2G, 1951. 

I should like to review briefly what the legal situation was before the Wunder- 
lich decision and I have several reasons to advance as to why the corrective 
legislation proposed by the Comptroller General in his letter to the Chairman 
of the Judiciary Committee dated December 30, 1953, should be enacted. 

Since 1911, when the Supreme Court decided Ripley v. Vnited States (223 
U. S. 69.'')), the law with respect to judicial review of administrative decisions 
renderetl under the finality clauses of Government contracts has been that the 
judgment of the contracting officer should not be exercised capriciously or 
fraudulently, but reasonably with due regard to the rights of both parties. 
Since that time It has l)een uniformly held that to possess finality the contracting 
officer's decision must not be arbitrary, capricious, or so grossly erroneous as 
necessarily to raise the implication of bad faith. 

With the rendition of the Wunderlich decision on November 26, 1951, this rule 
was changed and it is now the law that the decision of an administrative 
official may not be set aside by any court unless the contractor can affirmatively 
prove that such administrative official was guilty of con.scious wrongdoing and 
bad the intention to cheat or to be dishonest. 

It is, of course. imix)ssible to prove that any administrative official in the re- 
jection of a claim intended to cheat or to be dishonest with a contractor. In 
my own experience of some 25 years in handling this tyi)e of ca«e, I have never 
encountered a disallowance of a claim which I thought was motivated by an 
intention to cheat or to be dishonest. I have encountered many cases where 
it was my considered opinion that the deciding administrative offlcla. acted ar- 
bitrarily or capriciously with respect to the evidence that was presented to him. 
and I have also encountered cases where I believed that his decision was grossly 
erroneous either because of his failure to understand the problem involved or be- 
cause of the insufficiency of the material that was placed before him for con- 
sideration by subordinates upon whom he necessarily had to rely. I have also 
seen cases where I thought that the action taken was not supported by substan- 
tial evidence. 

The end result of the Wunderlich decision is that by restricting the standards 
of review to whether a deciding officer Intended to cheat or to be dishonest. Gov- 
ernment contractors in all fields are today deprived of any review by the judi- 
ciary of any factual dispute that might arise out of the iierformance of their 
contracts. I find it dillicult to reconcile the inequity of this situation with 
the concept under our system of law that contracts should be mutually enforce- 
able. 

There are many cogent reasons why legislation should be enacted correcting the 
situation created by the Wunderlich decision. 

When similar legislation was being urged before the Senate .Tudiciary Oom- 
mitlee it was there emphasized that a refusal to provide a forum for the de- 
termination of disputes arising under contracts would only result In additional 
cost to the Government in the letting of contracts. This is so because such a 
situation would attract less comjietent and more speculative contractors to 
Government work, thereby increasing the possibility of an Inferior grade of 
work. It seems only reasonable to suppose that if a contractor knows in advance 
that he is to receive no protection from the courts he will cither refuse to bid on 
Government work or will place contingencies in his bid proportionate to tbe 
risk Involved. Either of these, I believe, would be detrimental to the interests of 
the Government in obtaining the performance of work on a free and competitive 
basis. 

A further need for providing judicial review of arbitrary or capricious acts 
of Government officers arises from the lack of uniformity which presently exists 
in the various departments and agencies for hearing of disputes arising under 
Government contracts. Where the United States Corps of Engineers Is con- 
cerned there is a hearing procedure, but frequently Government witnesses pos- 
sessing firsthand knowledge of the facts are not called by the Government and 
may not be cross-examined. The same situation prevails in the Veterans' Ad- 
ministration, where provision is made only for the hearing of contractors' wit- 
nesses. Experience shows that no .satisfactory solution of a disputed question 
of fact In a quasi-judicial proceeding is ever going to be reached unless the wit- 
nesses of both sides ai)pear and are subjected to cross-examination. In the 
"Bnrean of Reclamation, where the Wunderlich case arose, and where millions 
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i»t dollars worth of contract work Is let, there is no hearing procedure whatever. 
A contractor flies his claim in the ordinary form of a letter. He may If he 
wishes discuss the matter with an attorney in the Solicitor's Office of the Depart- 
ment of the Interior. There is no procedure for questioning any witnesses or for 
sifting conflicting views. Later a unilateral decision is rendered which is final. 
Similarly, there Is no formalized procedure before the National Capital Hoailng 
Authority. 

Thus the standards of administrative review differ vastly between the various 
agencies and departments concerned, but up to the date of the Wunderllch 
decision aggrieved contractors still possessed the right to receive uniform treat- 
ment in conrt. If the administrative decision, independently of the procedures 
used, was arbitrary, capricious, or so grossly erroneous as to Imply bad faith, 
It was set aside. Today even that protection has vanished and a contractor 
must aflBrmatively show that the deciding officer actually Intended to cheat lilm 
or to be dishonest. Affirmative proof of such a mental state on the part of the 
deciding officer is impossible to obtain. There has not been one case decided by 
the Court of Claims since the Wunderlich <leci8lon In 1951 which could meet this 
burden of proof, and I have no liesitaucy in predicting that there never will be 
such a case.   For all practical purposes there is no appeal to the courts. 

The legislation under consideration, namely S. 24, H. U. 1839, and the draft 
proposed In the Comptroller General's letter of December 30, 1953, also pro- 
vides In the second section that Government contracts shall not contain a pro- 
vision making final the decision of an administrative official on a question of 
law. Such a provision is most necessary because in recent years there has 
been an increased tendency for administrative officers to Insert provl.sions in 
the specifications or in the contract which not only give them the right to 
finally determine disputed questions of fact but also give them the right to 
finally determine what the contract means. Such provisions have been held 
to be legal and enforceable by the Supreme Court In McShain v. Vnited States 
(308 U. S. 512), and in United Staten v. Moorman (3.38 U. S. 457). When a 
situation existjf that i)ermits the contracting officer not only to finally determine 
the facts in the case but also to finally declare the legal obligations of the parties 
under the contract, then for all practical purposes, I respectfully submit, the 
signing of a Government contract is tantamount to signing a blank check. 

Heretofore, reservation of the right to determine disputed questions of fact 
has always been justified by the departments on the ground that technical ques- 
tions were Involved which called for technlcjil knowledge on the part of the 
deciding officers. Independently of the avenues of abuse that may l>e opened 
by this position, such thinking can certainly not justify an attempted enlarge- 
ment to Include the privilege of finally determining the legal effect of the con- 
tract. We have courts which have successfully perfonned this function since 
the inception of our form of government. The fears that tlie Comptroller 
General expres-ses on this subject In his letter of December 30,1953, to the chair- 
man of the House Judiciary Committee are not Idle ones, for I have obsei'ved 
a number of occasions where contractors stood helpless in the face of question- 
able legal conclusions of administrative officers determining the meaning and 
effect of their contracts. 

Before the Senate .Judiciary Committee in February and March 1952, there 
was under consideration S. 2487, a bill to permit judicial review of decisions 
of contracting officers, etc. The position was taken by various Government 
witnesses that legislation wa.s not necessary to correct the condition created 
by the Wunderlich decision because by departmental regulation provision could 
be made in tlie contract itself for judicial review of administrative decisions 
(Howland, Associate General Counsel of the Air Force, p. 91; Macomt)er, As- 
sistant General Counsel of General Services Administration, p. 98; Seltzer, Corps 
of Engineers, p. 102). 

It is believed that this condition can only be permanently corrected by legis- 
lation. Today, more than 2 years after the Wunderlich decision, there has been 
no effort to correct the situation by inclusion of protective clauses in the contract 
with the single exception of the Department of Defense. In the Bureau of Recla- 
mation the Wunderlich case still controls. Further, if it is left to the discretion 
of the departments or agencies concerned to Include a provision in a contract 
which would authorize judicial review, the exercise of that same discretion could 
subsequently eliminate the provision. This very point It made by the Comptroller 
General in his letter to Representative Reed dated December 30, 1953. in which 
he sets forth specific recommendations with respect to legislation which he states 
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would he aiEireeable to him and to various industry groups who had formerly 
opposed S. 24. 

Secondly, to depend only on administrative action for the inclusion of language 
in future contracts would divest all contractors under existiuK contracts of any 
protection from the date when the Wundcrlich decision was rendered on Novem- 
ber 26, 1951. There are hundreds of disputed cases pending before the various 
administrative bodies awaiting decision.s, and a few before the United States 
Court of Cluinis, all of which are presently controlled by the Wunderlich decision 
in the absence of legislation similar to that proposed by the Comptroller General. 
It would seem particularly appropriate tliat these contractors, many of whom 
during the performance of their work experienced a change of the rules regarding 
disputes, should receive the protection which they had at the time they entered 
into these contracts. While only a small fraction of such disputes may ever get 
to the Court of Claims, knowledge on the part of administrative officers tliat their 
decisions could be sub,1ected to judicial review would at least permit negotiation 
and settlement of such disputes to proceed on the same footing which existed 
prior to the Wunderlich case. 

It was said before the Senate Judiciary Couunittee by one Government opponent 
to any legislation on this subject that enactment of legislation "would constitute 
an open invitation to a flood of litigation" (Philips, p. 16). With a view to answer- 
ing such an assertion our ofliee made i\ review of the Court of Claims decisions 
for the past 15 years preceding the Wunderlich decision. We found only 16 cases 
in which the court had set aside a determination by an ndministrative officer 
authorized to make a final decision pursuant to the standard disputes clause or a 
similar provision. We were also able to And In this same 15-year period 32 
cases in which the Court of Claims had upheld the administrative determination 
made pursuant to a disputes article or similar provision. Thus 48 cases were 
decided in 15 years, or approximately 3 cases per year. I have api)ended both 
lists of cases to my written statement. 

There is, therefore, no justification for the fear that a flood of litigation will 
result from the propose<l legislation. Contractors are not interested in under- 
going the trouble, expen.se and loss of time involved in court proceedings. They 
are. however, interested in having the Court of Claims police the field of their 
negotiations with the various departments for only then are they able to negotiate 
with siich departments on anything approximating an equal footing. It is 
fundamentally wrong that an interested party to n dispute should be given the 
I)ower to finally decide all disputes to the point where the courts are deprived 
of jurisdiction in the aliseiice of proof of intention to cheat or to be dishonest on 
the part of .such interested deciding officer. It is not unlike one of the Interested 
parties being constituted both the judge and jury in questions concerning the 
propriety of his own conduct. This comparison is not too far fetched, for Mr. 
Justice Douglas in his dissenting opinion in the Wunderlich case, in referring to 
the effect of the Court's decision, said : 

But the rule we announce has wide application and a devastating effect. It 
makes a tyrant out of every contracting officer. He is granted the power of 
a tyrant even though he is stubborn, perverse, or captious. He is allowed the 
power of a tyrant although he is incompetent or negligent. He has the power of 
life and death over a private business even though his decision is gro.ssly 
erroneous.    Power granted is seldom neglected. 

It Is also pertinent to note that the Inclusion of a disputes clause In a Govern- 
ment form of contract Is not a matter of negotiation. Any bid which attempted 
to eliminate It would Immediately be characterized as irregular and would not 
be considered. True, no one has to bid on a Government contract. But the inclu- 
Rion of such clauses can only have the effect of making Government work less 
attractive to more responsible bidders, and in the long run is bound to affect 
eompetition. The only logical consequence of this can be to increase the cost 
of Government work to the Government's di.sadvantage. 

I believe that the bill suggested by the Comptroller General in his letter to 
Representative Reed dated December 30, 1053, is the best bill presently before 
this committee and that it is adequate in all particulars and respects. The 
phrase "not supported by substantial evidence" should require the various ad- 
ministrative departments and agencies to produce their witnesses before their 
various hearing officers so that decisions will l)e based on substantial evidence. 
The language suggested by the Comptroller General is consistent in all respects 
with the standards of review prescribed by the Administrative Procedures Act as 
far as that act is applicable to the present situation. The Comptroller General's 
T)roposed language has the very considerable added attraction of meeting the 
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•objections heretofore Interposed by various industry jrronps to S. 24, as his letter 
of December 30, 1953, Indicates. I have seen letters from at least two Industry 
proups who formerly opfiosed S. 24, which letters Indicate no opposition to the 
Comptroller General's draft as contained in his letter of December 30, 1953. 

Such legislation as the Comptroller General suggests would restore the necessary 
policing effect which the Court of Claims had over administrative decisions prior 
to the rendition of the Wnnderlich decision; would tend to eliminate the gambling 
and speculative aspect of bidding on Government worl<, and would restore the 

•confidence of an industry which quite unexpectedly has found Itself without any 
forum into which it might take its legitimate disputes arising out of the per- 
formance of a contract. 

I wish to thank the committee very much for the opportunity which has been 
afforded me to makes these observations. 

CASES IN WHICH THE COTTRT oif CI-AIMS. DimiN'o THE 1.^-TEAB PERron PRIOB TO 
WuNDssMOH DECISION, UPHBI.D THK DETEBMINATION OF AN ADMINTSTRATIVIB 
OFFICEE AITTHOBIZED TO MAKE A FINAL DECISION PURSUANT TO THE STANDARD 
DiSPUTF.8 CLAUSE OR SIMILAB PROVISION 

1. Schmoll. Asaignee v. The United States (91 C. Cls. 1). 
2. Valley Construction Company v. The United Stateii  (92 C. Cls. 172). 
3. Western. Construction Comvnny v. The United States (94 C. Cls. 175). 
4. General Contraetinfj Corp. v. The Uniteg States (96 C. Cls. 255). 
ft. B-W Construction Company v. The Vnited States (97 C. CJls. 92). 
B. Carithean Enfjineerinp Company v. The United States (97 C. Cls. 195). 
7. Consolidated Eniiineerin^g Company v. The United State* (97 C. Cls. 358). 
8. Fleisher Engineering d Construction Company v. The United. States  (98 

C. as. 1.S9). 
9. John M. Whelan it Sons, Inc. v. The United States (98 C. (3ls. 601). 
10. Rego Building Corp. v. The United States (99 C. Cls. 445). 
11. Merritt-Chapman <t Whitney Corp. v. The United States (90 C. Cls. 490). 
12. Hunter Steel Company, Inc. v. The United States (99 C. Cls. 692). 
13. R. C. Huffman Construction Company v. The United States (100 C. Cls. 80). 
14. Frazier-bavis Construction Company v. The United States (100 C. Cls. 120). 
1.5. Fred M. Coml) Company v. The United States (100 C. (3l8. 240). 
16. King v. The United States (100 C. Cls. 475K 
17. L. E. Myers Company, Inc. v. The United States (101 C. Cls. 41). 
18. Sllterhlatt d hnskcr. Inc. v. The United States (101 C. Cls. 54). 
10. A. Guthrie A Company, Inc., et al. v. The United States (102 C. C^s. 472). 
20. Crystal Soap d Chemical Company, Inc. v. The United States (103 C. Cls. 

166). 
21. McCloskey d Company v. The United States (103 C. Cls. 254). 
22. Firemen's Fund Indemnity Company v. The United States (104 C. Cls. 648). 
23. Crmrley v. The United States (105 C. Cls. 97). 
24. American Transformer Compami v. The United States (ia5 C. CTls. 204). 
25. E. .1. Alhrecht Company, Inc. v. The United States (105 C. Cls. 353). 
26. S. ./. Groves d Sons Company v. The United States (106 C. Cls. 93). 
27. Guion, Trustee v. The United States (lOSC. Cls. 186). 
28. AshiHtte Contracting Company v. The Vnited States (110 C. Cls. 459). 
29. Mitchell Canneries, Inc. v. The United States (111 C. Cls. 228). 
30. J. A. Jones Construction Company. Inc. v. The United States (114 C. Cls. 

270). 
31. Holland Page et al. v. The United States (120 C. Cls. 27). 
32. DuBois Construction Corp. v. The United States (120 C. Cls. 139). 

CASES IN WHICH THE CoirRT OF CLAIMS, Dimijfo THE 15-TEAB PERIOD PRIOR TO 
THE WTTNOBntllOH DECISION. OVERBUI.ED THE DETERMINATION OF AN ADMINISTRA- 
•nvB OFFICER AITHOWIZEP TO MAKE A  FINAL DECISION   PURSUANT TO THE 
STANDARD DISPUTES CT.AI'SE OR SIMILAR PROVISION 

1. Amhersen Dam Co. v. United States (86 C. Cls. 478). 
2. H. B. 'Nelson. Construction Co. v. United States (87 C. Cls. 375). 
3. Callahan Construction Co. v. IhUted States (91 C. Cls. 538). 
4. Barueh Corporation v. United States (92 C. (318. 571). 
5. Hirsch v. United States (94 C. Cls. 602). 
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6. Ruft V. Vnited States (9fl C. CIs. 148). 
7. Langevin v. United State» (100 C. CIs. 15). 
8. Needles v. United States (101 C. CTs. 535). 
9. Bein v. United States (101 0. CIs. 144). 
10. Henry Ericsson- Co. v. United States (104 C. CIs. 397). 
11. De Armas v. United States (108 C. CIs. 436). 
12. Loftis V. United States (110 C. CIs. 551). 
13. Joseph Meltzer, Inc. v. United States (111 C. CIs. 380). 
14. Great Lakes Dredi/e and Dock* Co. v. United States (116 C. CIs. 679 and 

119 C. CIs. 504). 
15. Newhall-Herkner v. United States (116 C. CIs. 419). 
16. Penner Installation Co. v. United States (118 C. CIs. 550). 
Mr. FoLEY. Mr. David Reich. 

STATEMENT OF DAVID REICH, VICE CHAIRMAN, COMMITTEE ON 
FINALITY CLAUSES, SECTION OF ADMINISTRATIVE LAW, 
AMERICAN BAR ASSOCIATION 

Mr. REICH. If it please the committee, my name is David Reich. 
I am appearing here on behalf of the American Bar Association, rep- 
resenting the section of administrative law. 

We appreciate the opportunity to present the views of the American 
Bar Association here today. When the Wunderlich decision had been 
rendered, many persons in business and legal circles were very much 
concerned about the type of decision. It seemed particularly to law- 
yers interested in legal processes that it placed a contracting officer 
on a pedestal such as no other official in Government had. There is 
nothing so expert about a contracting officer that his decisions should 
be subject to review only if fraud were alleged and, as Mr. Justice 
Minton, speaking on behalf of the Supreme Court said, fraud meant 
an intention to cheat or be dishonest. That was an impossible stand- 
ard, and the Court itself seemed to realize that, because it suggested if 
the standard of fraud adopted was not an appropriate one, Congress 
might do something about it. Very correctly, the Congress has been 
doing something about it, and that is the reason, of course, for this 
meeting today. 

Soon after the Wunderlich decision, at the meeting of the American 
Bar Association held in San Francisco in 1952, there was much con- 
sideration given to this problem, and as a result of this consideration 
the house of delegates, which is the supreme body of the American 
Bar Association, adopted the following resolution: 

That it Is the opinion of the American Bar Association that the determination 
of contracting officers and reviewing officials under the finality clause of Gov- 
ernment contracts .should lie subject to Judicial review, in accordance with the 
criteria of the Administrative Procedure Act, and that the section of adminis- 
trative law be authorized and directed to advance appropriate legislation to 
that end. 

The section of administrative law, pursuant to this resolution, has 
been giving much consideration to the various proposals that have 
been introduced, and at the same time it has been thinking of an ap- 
propriate proposal. We have reviewed the various proposals that are 
now before your committee, and while we feel that they are essentially 
the same and will overcome the effect of the Wunderlich and Moorman 
doctrines, we are concerned that many of these proposals introduce 
new terminology that has not been tested. 
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We think that in the Administrative Procedure Act, which was 
adopted in 1946 after many, many years of careful consideration and 
delioeration not only by the Congress but also by the various Govern- 
ment agencies, as well as by members of the bar and the public, criteria 
have been set down in the judicial review provisions of section 10 
which should be pursued in the review of disputes cases. In that way 
we will have well-accepted terminology, terminology that is before the 
courts at all times, and we will not have new tests to be administered 
in a different way. There is a precedent for this. In the 82d Con- 
gress, in the Defense Production amendments for that year, there was 
a provision made tliat Walsh-Healey Act ca.ses should be reviewed, 
and I quote, "in the manner provided in section 10 of the Adininis- 
trative Procedure Act." 

With this in mind, we have looked over the various bills. Take, for 
example, H. R. 1839, which is the companion bill to S. 24, and also 
H. R. 694(5. The three bills provide that a final determination in 
Government contract cases can be upset where it is found to be fraudu- 
lent, grossly erroneous, so mistaken as necessarily to imply bad faith 
or not supported by reliable, probative, and substantial evidence. 1 
wonder, and I think many other persons would wonder, whether that 
language would include "arbitrary" and "capricious" action on the 
part of an administrative official sucli as a contracting officer. If the 
Administrative Procedure Act provisions were used, there would be 
no question, because specific provision is made in the Administrative 
Procedure Act for review of cases wliere the action is arbitrary and 
capricious. 

H. R. 3634, in our opinion, is not sufficiently broad, and it is also 
subject to other limitations. H. R. 3634 covers the Wunderlich theory 
but does not go into the Moorman doctrine. In other words, it does 
not prevent contracting officials from making final decisions on ques- 
tions of law. 

It seems to us in our system of jurispnidenoe that contracting of- 
ficials should not be given final determinations or final decisions as 
to questions of law. That is the province of a court and not of an 
agency official, particularly an official such as a contracting individual. 

We have a proposal which Ave have considered very carefully and 
which we would like to suggest to your committee. It appears on 
page 4 of the memorandum which I have submitted today. I would 
like to read it: 

Notwithstanding the presence in any contract entered Into by the United States 
of a provi.iion relating to the finality or conclu-siveness of any decision of an 
iigency ufflcial, board or other representative on questions of law or fact arising 
under such contract, judicial review as provided In section 10 of the Administra- 
tive I'rocedure Act luaj* be had of any such decision by the contractor. 

You will see from that that both questions of fact and law and so- 
called mixed questions of law and fact would be included in this one- 
section proposal. More than tliat, section 10, which is the judicial 
review provision of the Administrative Procedure Act, would be made 
directly applicable, so that new terminology or selected terminology 
would not have to be used. 

Mr. WILLIS. Would you not be implying that the contracting of- 
ficers may pass on questions of law ? 



90      REVIEW OF FINALITY CLAUSES IN GOVERNMENT CONTRACTS 

Mr. REICH. Not necessarily. There are contracts presently, Mi*. 
Congressman, w hich have such a provision, so that if there is such a 
provision this would allow review. It may be that another provision 
might be written to take care of cases in the future, to the effect that no 
contracts entered into in the future should contain any provision 
providing for finality decisions on questions of law. We were trying 
to encompass, if you will, the entire situation as it exists today, but we 
do not mean by that that we would like to see contracts written in 
the fashion that they are. 

Mr. WILLIS. Your criticism of tlie Celler bill is that it says nothing 
about law, and you say thereby it may be implied that they can go 
into questions of law? 

Mr. REICH. You practicallj' admit they can pass on questions of law. 
I believe they can puss on appropriate questions of law, but according 
to our bill, even if they should, those questions of law as determined 
would not be final decisions. They would be reviewable by the court. 
But I agree with you tluit in the future contracts should not have such 
a provision. However, even if tlie existing contracts have that pro- 
vision, this would provide for review. 

Mr. WILLIS. Thank you very much. 
(The prepared statement and draft of bill submitted by Mr. Reich 

follows:) 
STATEMENT OP DAVID RKICH VICE-CHAIKMAX, CoMMrrTEE ox FINALITY CI.AUSER, 

SECTIO.\ OF ADMINISTRATIVE LAW, AMERICAN BAR AKSociA-noN 

I am appearing here on behalf of the American Bar Association. 
At the 7."ith annual convention of the association, held in 1952 at San Francisco, 

the following resolution was adopted : 
That it is the opinion of the American Bar A.ssoeiation that the determination 

of contracting officers and reviewing officials under the finality clause of Govern- 
ment contracts should be subject to judicial review, in accordance with the 
criteria of the Administrative Procedure -Act, and that the section of admin- 
istrative law be authorized and directed to advance appropriate lesislation to 
that end.    (Reports of American Bar Association. Vol. 77, p. i:50.) 

The decision of the Supreme Court in United States v. Wundorlwh (342 U. S. 
98, 00 L. ed. 113 (1951)), cominK as it did on the heels of UnUcd States v. Moor- 
man (338 U. S. 4')7, 94 L. ed. 256 (lO-W)), caused deep concern in business and 
legal circles. The effect of these decisions is to place contracting officers of the 
Government in a unique position among agency officials. They are now clothed 
with almost absolute ijower over contract disputes cases which frequently involve 
millions of dollars. They can decide with finality questions of fact as well as 
questions of law and the contractor with the Coverument can .seek relief in the 
courts only if he can allege and prove "conscious wr(mgdoing" on the part of the 
contracting officer, which Mr. .Justice Minton, on behalf of the majority of the 
court in the Wuuderlich case, equated to '"an intention to cheat or be dishonest." 

This is an impossible .standard, as the majority of the court itself In Wuuder- 
lich must have recognized, when it stated "If the standard of fraud that we 
adhere to is too limited, that is a matter for Congress." (96 L. ed. at 116). The 
Congress itself was quick to take action. In the 82d Congress, the Senate passed 
S. 2487, which is identical in all respects with S. 24, which pa.ssed the Senate 
during the last session. 

There is no valid reason today for placing a contracting officer on a ])edestal 
of absolute authority subject only to the review of an appeal board within his 
own agency. A contracting officer does not necessarily have the expertness which 
is normally associated with persons who are authorized to make agency deter- 
minations. Frequently, a contracting officer is a member of the armed services. 
He may be assigned as a contracting officer for only a limited period, as but 
one of his tours of military duty. As contracting officer he may be on the stafl 
of a general whose very command is concerned with the dispute to which this 
contracting officer Is assigned. It is not unnatural for such a person to "think" 
the same way as his command, and to give more credence to evidence produced 
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by his fellow officers than to that presented by persons In private life. Such a 
contracting officer may not Intend to do any wrong; unwittingly, he is just not 
impartial. Under the present ruling of the Supreme Court, his decision, how- 
ever, would not be subject to court attack despite the fact that it may be patently 
arl)itrary, capricious, or not in accordance with law. 

As to the bills presently before your subcommittee, essentially they are the 
same. They would overrule the effect of the Wunderlicli and Moorman cases. 
With this we are in agreement. The difficulty we have it that the proposed legis- 
lation would introduce new or insufTicient terminologj- in place of the carefully 
selected language of the judicial review provisions of the Administrative Pro- 
cedure Act. The purpose of this act was to create, in general, a measure of 
uniformity for court review.   The proposed bills would not accomplish that. 

For example, H. E. 18.S9, H. R. 6946, and S. 24 provide that a final decision in 
Government contract eases can be upset where it is found to be "fraudulent, 
grossly erroneous, so mistaken as necessarily to imply bad faith, or not sup- 
iwrted by reliable, probative, and substantial evidence." The query arises 
whether this language would sui>port a reversal of a decision which is arbitrary 
or capricious. Such a question would not lie encountered under the precise 
language of the Administrative Procedure Act. There, specific provision is 
made for review of agency action which is arbitrary or capricious. 

H. R. 3634 is not sulliciently broad. It does not cover the Moorman situation 
in that it does not prohibit a Government ccmtraet from containing a provision 
making an agency decision final on questions of law. It is fundamental to our 
system of Justice that questions of law should he determined finally In our 
courts of law rather than in our administrative agencies. In this connectlcm, the 
Administrative Procediire Act provides tliat the courts shall review all relevant 
questions of law arising in agency proceedings. 

It is in view of these and other objections that the section of administrative 
law, on behalf of the American Bar Association, is suggesting that a bill cover- 
ing the subject matter under consideration should read as follows: 

"Notwithstanding the presence in any contract entered into by the United 
States of a provision relating to the finality or eonclusiveness of any decision 
of an agency official, board or other representative on questions of law or fact 
arising under such contract, judicial review as provided in section 10 of the 
Administrative Procedure Act may be had of any such decision by the contractor." 

There is precedent for this approach. In section 301 of the Defense Production 
Act of 1952, the Congress provided for judicial review of Walsh-Healey Act cases 
"in the manner provided in section 10 of the Administrative Procedure Act." 

We appreciate the opportunity afforded to us to appear l)efore yon today. 

Mr. FoLEY. Mr. Hines. 

STATEMENT OF FREDERICK E. HINES, ON BEHALF OF AIRCRAFT 
INDUSTRIES ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA 

Mr. HINES. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate very much the opportunity 
to appear today instead of yesterday, as scheduled. My plane was 
jrrounded at Memphis, and now that I am in Washington I rather wish 
I were back in California. 

My name is Frederick E. Hines. From 1939 until 1952,1 was corpo- 
ration counsel for Douglas Aircraft Co., of Santa Monica, Calif. Since 
1962 I have been vice president and finance and tax counsel for that 
company. In 1952 I conducted a law course on Government contracts 
in the graduate school of the School of Law, University of Southern 
California. My testimonv today is on behalf of the Aircraft Indus- 
tries Association of America, Inc. 

The Aircraft Industries Association of America, Inc.. is a trade 
association with 130 members representing almost all of the prime 
contractors with the Government in the aircraft field, as well as many 
of the subcontractors and suppliers. A partial representative list in- 
cludes North American, Boemg, Lockheed, Convair, United Aircraft, 
Curtiss-Wright, Martin, General Electric, Greneral Motors (Allison 
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Division), Westinghouse, Bendix Aviation, and AiResearch. Most 
of the conti-acts involved are of course with the Department of De- 
fense, but other departments and agencies, such as tlie Atomic Energy 
Commission, also enter into contracts with various members of the 
association. 

There is no need to repeat to this conunittee the history and back- 
groujid of this matter of the finality of decisions under Government 
contract disputes clauses. The previous Senate committee reports 
cover the matter as do many articles in legal and other publications. 
(Committee report on S. 2487, Rept. Xo. 1670, 82d Cong. 2d sess., 
June 4, 1952; Committee report on S. 24, Rept. No. 32, 83d Cong. 1st 
sess., February 4,1953. See Cable, The General Accounting Office and 
Finalitv of Decisions of Government Contracting Officers, 27 New 
York Univ. L. Rev. 780 (1952)). 

The problem and its solution are well stated in a letter dated Febru- 
ary 21, 1953, from Roger Kent, then General Counsel, Department 
of Defense, to Hon. Chauncey W. Reed, chairman of the Committee 
on the Judiciary, concerning H. R. 1839, which the committee has in 
its files. 

It is generally agreed that the use of a disputes clause with some 
degree of finality is a desirable procedure. It is also generally agreed 
that too great a degree of finality has been imposed by the decision of 
Supreme Court in U. S. v. Wiinderlioh. 

Thus we have no basic disagreement with the objective of the legis- 
lation to remedy this situation. We do, however, have some question 
as to the necessity of legislation, and we believe that some of the pro- 
visions proposed in H. R. 1839 would utterly destroy the objective of 
finality of administrative decision and introduce new factors harmful 
both to the Government and to its contractors. These objectionable 
provisions have been revised, however, in the substitute bill submitted 
by the Comptroller General of the United States under date of Decem- 
ber 30, 1953. Parenthetically, I might say this should not be called a 
substitute bill. It was based on the McCarran bill. It does follow the 
language of the McCarran bill to a great extent, and possibly should 
then be called an amended rather than a substitute bill. As stated by 
Admiral Ramsey, president of the Aircraft Industries Association, 
in his letter dated January 6, 1954, to your chairman, we make no ob- 
jection to the terms of this revised bill. We do feel, however, that 
we have to say something about H. R. 1839. 

In our opinion, section 1 of H. R. 1839 destroys the finality of de- 
cision and introduces needless complexities. Unless reasonable finality 
of decision is achieved within a reasonable time, the disputes clause 
would be better left out of Government contracts and the parties 
left to their remedies at law. Yet under this bill the General Ac- 
counting Office would have to pass on every dispute under every con- 
tract entered into by any department or agency. Unless cleared by the 
General Accounting Office, each decision could be reopened by the 
General Accounting Office without time limit, since no statute of limi- 
tations would run against the Government. Thus finalitv would be 
lost. 

The uncertainties thus created would make it more difficult for 
contractors, especially small ones, to secure performance bonds or to 
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secure financing of the type fostered bj^ the Assignment of Claims 
Act.    The importance of financial certainty deserves great stress. 

Mr. Boger Kent said in liis letter, already referred to: 
To superimpose General Acrountin?: Office review on existing disputes-clause 

procedures would not only create a completely new review, It would, U8 a practi- 
cal matter, eliminate the usefulness of the dispiites clauses themselves by 
destroying the concept of finality and dividing the responsibility for detemiluiiig 
the merits of any given appeal. Undoubtedly, this would generate protracted 
and expensive disagreements among Government agencies, the General Aci'ount- 
Ing Office, and contractors' representatives. This would defeat the aims of both 
the Government and its contractors by making it Impossible to accomplish the 
very imrposes of the disputes clauses, that is, the achievement of proper and 
exi)editious performance of contracts. 

In agreeing to the usual disputes clause a contractor with the 
Department of Defense has permitted the other party to the contract 
to be the arbiter of all disputed questions of fact. The Government 
has recognized its responsibilities in this regard, and the Aimed 
Services Board of Contract Appeals is an excellent and impartial 
body of a judicial character. But, having surrendered such rights of 
decision, it is hardly fair or just to ask a contractor also to submit to 
second guessing by a second and unrelated Government agency such 
as the General Accounting Office. The placing of any other govern- 
mental administrative agency in such a position would have equally 
unfortunate results. Such double administrative review is wholly 
unnecessary and wliolly unfair to the contractor. Tliis point alone 
justifies completely our position that this bill should not be enacted 
m its present form. The revised form of tlie bill does, we believe, 
minimize this problem. 

I might elaborate a bit on what I mean by "minimize." It is still 
poasible that tlie substitute bill might be interpreted, contrary to the 
.statement in the prior committee reports, to enlarge tlie jurisdiction of 
the General Accounting Office with respect to decisions by heads of 
departments or appellate boards. But since the substitute bill, unlike 
H. R. 1839, H. R. (Wie, and H. R. 3634, does not apply to initial deci- 
sions by contracting officers, it can have no effect upon the status of 
the General Accounting Office. I might point out that this substitute 
provision does follow in this respect the language and scope of the 
amended disputes clause of the Department of Defense referred to in 
prior testimony on behalf of the Department. 

Furthermore, the status given the General Accounting Office by the 
bill is most indefinite. Apparently either the General Accounting 
Office or a court could act in a given matter, and it is not at all clear 
which would have the last word. Suppose the General Accounting 
Office finds that the evidence was in its opinion insufficient to sustain 
a decision in favor of a contractor. Then suppose that in this same 
matter the Court of Claims finds that the evidence was sufficient to 
support the decision. Does the General Accounting decision have, as 
the bill implies, concurrent status with that of the court*? Since the 
General Accounting Office often refuses to follow court decisions, do 
we then have the spectacle of the General Accounting Office refusing 
to permit payment of the court judgment ? Only the Supreme Court 
could settle that issue. 

But it is said, even in the committee reports referred to above, that 
no new authority or jurisdiction is being granted to the General Ac- 

44412—54 T 
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counting Office under this bill.   Mr. Sidney Cable says in his article 
referred to above, after discussing V. S. v. Moorman: 

The lack of authority of the Comptroller General's predecessor, the Comp- 
troller of the Treasury, to reverse a determinatioD of a contracting officer was 
clearly stated by the Supreme Court in another ease In 15)22 (United States v. 
Mason <£ Hanyer, 260 U. S. 323 (1922)). There have also been a number of lower 
court decisions to the same effect (Matthis Co. v. United States, 79 V. Supp. 703 
(D. N. J., 1948) ; Zicciy Co. v. United Utate-i, 92 Ct. Cl. 472 (1941) : Carroll y. 
United titatea, 76 Ct. Cl. 103 (1933) ; Sun Shipiuildini; Co. v. United States, 76 
Ct. Cl. 154 (1932) ; Penn Bridge v. United States, 59 Ct. Cl. 892 (1924) ; Jas. Gra- 
ham Mfy. Go. V. United States, supra, note 26; Ijceds <f Northrup Co. v. United 
States, supra, note 25) over the years though the is.sue has not arisen very 
frequently. 

The Comptroller General himself has recognized that his office does 
not now have such authority.   He has stated: 

• • * It properly may be and in many Instances is provided In contracts under 
certain circumstances that a designate^l official is authorized to determine par- 
ticular facts, such a determination to be flnal and conclusive—in which event 
this oHice may not go behind such lindings in the absence of fraud or bad faith 
(20 Comp. Gen. 573, 579 (1941)). 

If additional support is desired, let me refer you to an article by 
Mr. Joseph B. Kennedy, Jr., who has had experience in legsil work 
in the Army Quartermaster Corps. (Kennedy, The ('onclusiveness of 
Administrative Findings in Disputes Arising Under Government 
Contracts, 4 Baylor Law Review, 160 (1952) at 176-179.) 

I realize that the General Accounting Office may have expressed a 
somewhat different view of this controversial subject in discussing the 
present proposals, but in any event the proposed substitute bill would 
not seriously upset the status C[uo in this respect. We will doubtless 
continue to mamtain a fair equilibrium in our friendly disagreements 
with the Geneial Accounting Office. 

An additional though minor complexity is introduced by the pro- 
vision of the bill with respect to "reliable, probative, and substantial 
evidence." This may or may not add to the substance of the bill, since 
"grossly erroneous" may cover the situation, but in any event it intro- 
duces new and untried terms. The concept of "substantial evidence" 
is known in other fields of the law, for example, as to the finality of 
the findings of a judge or the verdict of a jury. But "reliable and 
probative evidence" is young and fancy free and only to be defined in 
subsequent litigation which should not be thus encouraged. Finally, 
the very looseness of the definition adds opportunity for arbitrary 
administrative action on the part of the Grcneral Accoimting Office, 
or any other administrative agency which might be given the author- 
ity to review such administrative decisions. This point also is cor- 
rected in tlie proposed substitute bill. 

As to section 2 of H. R. 1839, vrhich would prohibit any provision 
in a Government contract making an administrative decision final on 
a que.stion of law, it should be pointed out that this section would 
work a change in the present state of the law. (See U. S. v. Moor- 
wan, 338 U. S. 4.57. 70 S. St. 288, 94 L. Ed. 2.56 (1950): U. 8. v. John 
McShain Inc., 308 U. S. 512, 60 S. Ct. 134, 84 L. Ed. 437 (1939); 
Mulligan, Dhpiifes ClmiAe of the Government Construrtion Contract: 
its Mviconatruction, 27 Notre Dame Lawyer 167 (1952), reprinted in 
Congressional Record, July 4, 1952, pp. 9518-9522 at 9519.) It 
.should also be pointed out that this matter is in no way involved in 
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the Wunderlicli decision, which this bill is designed to correct. We 
raise no objection, however, to this provision. 

H. R. 6!)4(5 is, of oonrse. identical with H. R. 1839 except that the 
words ''(xeneral Accounting Office" have been omitted. Thus one of 
our major objections has been met. The other objections raised above 
to the terms of H. R. 18."U) are still applicable. 

We have no special objection to H. R. 36;U except that it would 
freeze the disputes procedure by statute, thus making it less flexible 
and less o])en to improvement as new conditions maj' arise. The 
constitutionality of tne bill might be in some doubt, however, since 
a court might construe the bill if enacted as prescribing a rule of 
decision. That matter was discussed in Pope v. United States (323 
IT. S. 1.) 

Finally, I should like to recommend for your amsideration a very 
exhaustive and impartial discussion of the whole matter which carae 
into my lunuls only 2 days ago, entitled '"Proposed Changes in Gov- 
ernment Contract Disputes Settlement: The liegi.slative Battle over 
the Wunderlich Case,' by A[r. Franklin M. Schultz. found in the 
iJecemlier 19r)3 issue of the Harvard Law Review. With your per- 
mission, we shall very soon make available to the committee an ade- 
quate number of reprints of this article. 

Mr. AViLi.is. We have some. 
Mr. FoLEY. Mr. Schultz is to be a witness Iiere today. 
Mr. HiNES. Fine. I had heard that he was practicing down in 

Washington, and I hoj^ed he could be here. 
Finally, if legislation on this subject is felt necessary, we should 

favor the substitute bill proposed bv the Comptroller General of the 
United States under date of Decemher 30. t9r)3, or the amended bill, 
you might say, in place of H. I{. 1839, and we should oppose H. R. 
1839 in its present form. We .should also oppose H. R. 6946 and, 
to a les.ser degree, H. R. 3634. 

The CHAIRM.VN. Thank you, sir. 
Mr. FoLEY. Mr. Louis F. Dahling. 

STATEMENT OF LOUIS F. DAHLING, ASSOCIATE COUNSEL, 
AUTOMOBILE MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION 

Mr. DAHLING. Mr. Chairman, my name is Louis F. Dahling. I am 
associate counsel for the Automobile Manufacturers Association. 
May I first express the appreciation of the officers and members of 
the association for the opportunity to appear at this meeting. 

Prior to the adjournment of Congress this past summer, the com- 
mittee held hearings on S. 24 and H. R. 1839, which was the House 
duplicate of S. 24, and on H. R. 3634. We requested and were granted 
permission to appear before the committee to voice our objections to 
the bills in the form presented, but Congress adjourned before we 
could be heard. Since Congress reconvened, H. R. 6946 has been 
introduced and referred to the committee, so presently all four bills 
are under consideration. The subject-matter of all of these bills 
is the so-called disputes clause which has for many years been found 
in Government contracts. We consider any legislation in this Held 
to be of vital importance to the automotive industry with its many 
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Government contr<icts, and for that reason we again requested the 
privilege of appearing before the committee for the purpose of ex- 
pressing our views on the proposed legislation. 

Tlie automotive industry, as you linow, produced during World 
War II vast quantities of war supplies under contracts with the 
armed services. The association at the very beginning of that war 
in order to expedite production sponsored the formation of the Auto- 
motive Council for War Production, whicli included all members of 
the association, their suppliers, and many parts manufacturers. The 
total membership of the council was approximately 525. The auto- 
motive industry represented by the council produced 26 percent of 
the war products produced by the metal-working industries, and the 
total delivery of war materials for World War II by the industry 
was $29 billion. The automobile manufacturers and track manu- 
facturers were generally prime contractors, but they could not have 
performed their contracts without the assistance of many small sup- 
pliers. For example, 63 percent of the members of the council during 
the war employed less than 500 people. Under certain prime con- 
tracts, there would be literally hundreds of subcontractors in various 
tiers. It follows that any legislation involving the performance and 
l)a3ments under Government contracts affects many small suppliers 
and the small-business men as well as the lar^e prime contractors. 

Since the outbreak of the Korean hostilities, the membei-s of the 
association are again all engaged in defense work under contracts with 
the armed services and, in turn, have entered into many subcontracts 
with their suppliers. These facts are mentioned merely to show that 
the association and its members have had considerable experience with 
Government contracts and with the disputes clause used in such con- 
tracts. It is not a new matter with us at all. We have lived with it 
and think we know something about it, and we know the importance 
of this legislation. 

Government contracts have for many years, contained a disputes 
clause. The form widely used by the armed services with which the 
members of the Automobile Manufacturers Association have the ma- 
jority of their contracts prior to 1952, read as follows. I have set the 
form forth in the statement, and I will not read it. 

The purpose of the disputes procedure, of course, is to effectively, 
expeditiously, and with finality resolve the disputes and differences of 
opinion between contractors and the Government that are bound to 
arise from time to time during the performance of any contract so that 
the performance of the contract may proceed in an orderly fashion. 

Since 1878 the Supreme Court has consistently upheld the validity 
of disputes clauses. The decision of the contracting oflRcer or the head 
of the department under such a clause has been repeatedly held to 
be conclusive unless impeached on ground of fraud or such gross 
mistake as necessarily implied bad faith. 

In June of 1950, the Court of Claims handed down an opinion in the 
case of Wunderlwh v. U. S. I will not take the time of the committee 
to discuss that opinion. It has been dissected here by a number of 
people. 

I subscribe fully with Mr. Gaskins' statement with respect to the 
case and the effect of that particular case. I think it does restrict the 
rights which contractors had before the case was decided.   Of course, 
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after tlie decision in the case, interested parties, and very properly 
I think, immediately insisted that the rule of law laid down in that 
case should be modified. The Defense Department, in an effort to 
reinstate the claimed pre-Wunderlich status of the law, amended its 
disputes clause in 1952 to permit review by the courts of a contracting 
officer's decision which are found to be "fraudulent, arbitrary, capri- 
cious, or so grossly erroneous as necessarily to imply bad faith,' and we 
undei-stand that General Services Administration has similarly 
amended its disputes clause. 

These bills were then introduced in Congress, including S. 24 and the 
bills now before this conunittee at the present time. 

We felt frankly at one time that no legislation was necessary on this 
subject. This position was taken because the Defense Department had 
amended its disputes clause, as indicated above, and because of the 
satisfac'tory apjieal procedure which was afforded by the review boards 
established to effect the provisions of the Defense Department disputes 
clause. However, we now realize that the present disputes clause, of 
coni-se, is not necessarily permanent and may be abandoned at any time. 
It also appears there is no uniformity of appeal procedure among the 
Government agencies. Some of them do not permit a full leview and 
opportunity to pi-esent or examine witnesses, and we now feel frankly 
that legislation is necessary to aff'ord uniform and adequate protec- 
tion for all Government contractors. 

We have examined the bills, and we consider that theie is at least 
one serious objection to both S. 24 and H. R. 1839. This objection that 
we have in mind has been suggested by other witnesses appearing be- 
fore the committee. As we read those bills, they purport to make the 
General Accounting Office another Court of Claims. They provide 
that the disputes provision of the Government contract sliall oe void 
with respect to any decision of a contracting officer "which the General 
Accounting Office or a court having jurisdiction finds fraudulent, 
grossly erroneous, so mistaken as necessarily to imply bad faith, or not 
sujjported by reliable, probative and substantial evidence." Now, it 
does not appear from the language in that bill that there would be 
any appeal from a decision of the General Accounting Office, and that 
office will in all probability make the first review of any disputes clause 
decision. If tliat agency should decide that the decision was not sup- 
ported by substantial evidence, it would appear that the contractor 
would have no redress. Furthermore, tlie General Accounting Office 
is a part of the legislative department of the Government. It has 
aptly been called tlie watchdog of Congress and is supposed to prevent 
improi)er expenditures of Government funds. If this agencj' is made 
another Court of Claims, in a sense it becomes a judge and jury and a 
prosecutor. 

It is submitted that an agency of the legislative department with 
duties and obligations of the General Accounting Office should not be 
placed in such a position. It is not in a position impartially to judge 
these matters. 

Now, without going into the other bills, it is our understanding that 
none of the bills now before the committee is satisfactory to all parties 
interested, and that is perfectly appai'ent from the discussions to date. 
We further understand that because of this divergence of opinion 
representatives of industry and the Government, or certain representa- 

J 
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tives of industry, I will say, and the Government, conferred suhsequent 
to the summer adjournment for the purpose of explorinjr the possibil- 
ity of finding some conmion ground upon which ail could agree, and 
the result was a proposed substitute bill which was set forth in the 
letter dated Deceml)er 30, 1953, from the Comptroller General to 
Chairman Eeed. whicii has been introduced and is part of the record 
of this particular hearing. 

The projiosed substitute bill does not grant judicial power to the 
General Accounting Office. It is our understanding in listening to 
tiie representative of the General Accounting Office, Mr. Fisher, that 
that office has no objection to this bill. The bill, in our opinion, also 
very effectively and clearly establishes the law as it existed prior to 
the Wunderlich case, by providing that no decision of a contracting 
officer shall be final if fraudulent or capricious or arbitrary or so 
giossly erroneous as necessarily to imply bad faith, which as t under- 
stand it was the pre-Wunderlich law. In addition, this bill provides 
tliat the decision must also be supported by substantial evidence. In 
other words, it does, as I view it, go beyond tlie pre-Wunderlich case, 
but I have no particular objection to that. 

Becjuise of the necessity for such legislation, and l)ecause this bill 
seems to cover the situation, we would recommend favorable con- 
sideration. Now, we are not by nuiking that recommendation stating 
that we are opposed to the American Rar Association approach to 
this matter. If this was the opening of the hearings on this particular 
bill, we probably would take the position that it was a piecemeal attack 
on a broader problem, and that the entire question of termination of 
contracts should be ti'eated and tliat this should only be a part of tiiat. 
But in view of the apparent urgency of this type of legislation at the 
present time, we feel that tlie results could be best accomplished by 
the committee favorably considering the substitute bill as an amend- 
ment to S. 24 or H. R. 1839, or as a substitute bill. 

I again appreciate being afforded the opportunity to appear, and 
if there are any questions I will be happy to try to answer them. 

(The prepared statement of Mr. Dahiing follows:) 

STATEMKXT OF Lofis F. DAHLINO. ASSOCIATE CotiNsni, FOB ATTTOMOBIIJ; 
MANlTACTl'RKIiS  ASSOCIATION 

Mr. Chatrman, my nanip is Louis V. Dnhling. I am associate counsel for the 
Autonidbile Mnnnfactiirers Association. May I first express the appreciation 
of the officers and ruembers of the association for the opportunity to appear 
at this meetiiit;. 

Prior to the adjournment of Congre.s.s this past summer, the committee held 
hearing's on S. 24 and H. R. IKSO (which wiis the House duplicate of S. 24) 
and on II. R. .•i6.34. We reciuested and were granted permission to appear before 
the committee to voice our objections to the bills in tlie form presented, but 
nonjrress adjourned before we could be heard. Since Consress reconvened, 
H. R. (if)46 has been Introduced and referred to the committee, so presently all 
five bills are under consideration. The subject matter of all of these bills Is the 
so-called disputes clause which has for many years been found in Government 
contracts. We consider any legislation in this field to be of vital importance 
to the automotive industry with its many Government contracts, and for that 
reason we a^ain re(iuested the privilege of appearinj; befoi-e the committee for 
the purpose of expressing our views on the proposed legislation. 

The automotive industry, as you know, produced during World War II vast 
qtiantities of war supplies under contracts with the arme<i services. The a.s»o- 
ciaticm at the beginning of that war in order to exi>edite production s|>on8ored 
the formation of the Automotive Council for War Production, wlilch included 
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all members of the association, their suppliers, and many parts manufacturers. 
The total membership of the council was approximately 525. The automotive 
industry represented by the council produced 26 percent of the war products 
produced by the metal working industries, and the total deliveries of war ma- 
terials for World War 11 by the Industry was $29 billion. Tlie automobile manu- 
facturers were generally prime contractors, but they could not have performed 
their contracts without the assistance of many small suppliers. For example, 
63 percent of the members of the council during the war employed less than 500 
people. Under certain prime contracts, there would be literally hundreds of 
subcontractors in various tiers. It follows that any legislation involving the 
performance and payments under Government contracts affects many small 
suppliers and the small busine.ss men as well as the large prime contractors. 

Since the outbreak of the Korean hostilities, the members of the association 
are again all engaged in defense work under contracts with the armed services 
and, in turn, have entered into many subcontracts with their suppliers. These 
facts are mentioned merely to show that the association, its staff, and its members 
have had considerable exi)erience with Government contracts and with the dis- 
putes clause used in .such contracts. 

Government contracts have for many years contained a dl-sputes clause. TJie 
form widely used by the armed services, with which the members of the Auto- 
mobile Manufacturers Association have the majority of their contracts prior to 
1952, read as follows: 

"Except as otherwise provided In this contract, any dispute concerning a ques- 
tion of fact arising under this contract which is not disposed of by agreement 
shall be decided by the contracting officer, who shall reduce his decision to 
writing and mail or otherwise furnish a copy thereof to the contractor. Within 
,S0 days from the date of receipt of such copy, the contractor may appeal by 
mailing or otherwise furnishing to the contracting officer a written appeal ad- 
dressed to the Secretary and the decision of the Secretary or his duly authorized 
representative fur the hearing of such appeals shall be final and conclusive; 
provided that, if no such appeal is taken, the decision of the contracting officer 
.shall be final and conclusive. In C(mnection with any appeal proceeding under 
this clause, the contractor shall be afforded an opportunity to be heard and to 
offer evidence in supijort of its appeal. Pending final decision of a dispute here- 
under, the contractor shall proceed diligently with the performance of the 
contract and in accordance with the contracting officer's decision." 

The purpose of the disputes procedure, of cour.se, is to effectively, exi)ediously, 
and with finality, resolve the disputes and differences of opinion between con- 
tractors and the Government that are bound to arise from time to time during 
the performance of any contract so that the performance of the contract may 
proceed in an orderly fashion. 

Since 1878, the Supreme Court has consistently upheld the validity of dLsputes 
clauses. The decision of the contracting officer or the head of the department 
under such a clause has been repeatedly held to be conclusive unless impeached on 
ground of fraud or such gross mistake as necessarily implied bad faith. 

In .lune of 1950. the Court of Claiiiis hiuided down an opinion in the case of 
Wiinderlwh v. U. S. (117 C. Ol's 02). This case involved a contract with the Gov- 
ernment for the construction of a dam in southern Colorado. The Court of 
Claims held the decision of the contracting officer under the disputes clause In 
the contract in connection with certain claims for extra work not covered by the 
si)eoiflcations to lie arliitrnry and capricious and allowed the plaintiff to recover. 
The court cited in sujiport of its holding the case of United Stntrs v. Moorman 
(3.38 U. S. 457 (19.50)), wherein the Supreme Court had held that the disputes 
claiise would be enforced in absence of fraud or such gross mistake as would 
necessarily imply bad faith. 

The Government appealed (f^ S. v. WnvderlicJi. .342 U. S. 98) and the ma.lority 
of the Supreme Court, sjieaking through >Iustice Minton, reversed the Court of 
Claims and stated that contracts, both Government and private, had been before 
the Court in which provisions equivalent to the disputes clause in question had 
been approved and enforced: that the Supreme Court had consistently upheld 
the finality of the Department head's decision "unless it was founded on fraud, 
alleged and proved." and further stated that "fraud" meant "conscious wrong- 
doing and intention to cheat or be dishonest." .Justice Douglas, with whom 
Justice Reed concurred, dissented. He criticized the rule laid down by the 
majority and said it would have a wide application and a devastating effect; 
that: "It makes a tyrant out of every contracting officer.   He is granted the power 
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of a tyrant even tbouKh he Is stubborn, perverse or captious," and "makes Gov- 
ernment oppressive." Justice Jackson dissented on the ground that the majority 
opinion gave "an exceedingly rigid meaning to the word fraud" and inipliedly 
overruled the decision in tlie Moorman case, where the Court had held as noted 
above that decisions of the contracting officer were "conclusive, unless impeached 
on the ground of fraud, or inch yrogg miittake as necoisarily imi>lkd fraud." 
(Emphasis was supplied by Justice Jackson.) 

Interested parties immediately very projierly insisted that the Wunderlich 
case had modified the existing law to the detriment of Government contractors 
and that something should be done about it. 

The Defense Department, in an effort to reinstate the claimed pre-Wunderlich 
status of the law, amended its disputes clause in li)52 to permit review by the 
courts of a contracting ofBcer's decisions which are found to be "fraudulent, ar- 
bitrary, capricious, or .so grossly erroneous as nec'essarily to imply bad faith" 
and we understand that General Services have similarly amended it.s disputes 
clause. 

Hills were also introduced in Congi'ess. of which S. 24 is one. This bill was 
approved by the Senate Judiciary Committee on February 4, 1!).">3, and adopted 
on June 8, li)53. H. R. 18.'Ji), identical in content with S. 24, was introduoerf 
in the House on January 10, lOM, and H. K. 3034 was introducetl on March 3, 
lO.'fcJ. As noted above, H. R. 0940 was introduced at this second session on Jan- 
uary 0,19.')4. 

We felt at one time that no legislation on the .subject matter of the disputes 
clause was necessary. This position was taken becau.><e the Defense Depjirt- 
ment 1ms amended its disputes clause, as mentioned above, and because of the 
satisfactory appeal procedure afforded by the review boar<ls established to ef- 
fect the provisions of the disputes clause. However, tlie present disputes clause 
used by the armed services is not necessarily permanent: it may be amended or 
abandoned at any time. It al.so appears that there is no uniformity of apiieal 
procedure among the Government agencies and that some of them do not i>ermlt 
a full review with the opporttinity to present and cross-examine witnesses. We 
now feel, therefore, that legislation is necessary to afford uniform and ade- 
quate protection to all Government cimtractors. 

We have what we consider to be very serious objections to S. 24 and H. R. 
1830. These bills purport to make the General Accounting Office another court 
of claims. They provide that the disputes provision in the Government contract 
shall be void with respect to any decision of a contracting officer "which the 
General Accounting Office or a court having jurisdiction finds fraudulent, grossly 
erroneous, so mistaken as ne<-es.sarlly to imply bad faith, or not supi«(rted by re- 
liable, probative and substantial evidence." (Italics supplied.) Furthermore, 
it would seem that there would be no right of appeal frc>m the decisions of the 
GAO. 

This agency will in all probability make the first review of a disputes clause 
decision. If that agency sh<mld decide that the decisi(m was not .supported 
by stibstantial evidence, the contractor would have no rcnlress. 

The General Accounting Office Is a part of the legislative department of the 
Government. It has aptly been called the "watchdog of Congre.ss" and Is sup- 
posed to prevent improper exi)enditures of Government funds. If the GAO is 
made another court of claims, it becomes the judge, jury, and prosecutor. It is 
submitted that an agency of the legi.slatlve department with the duties and obli- 
gations of the General Accounting Office should not be placed in such a position. 

We understand that none of the bills now before the committee is satisfactory 
to all the parties Interested in this legislation. Becau.se of this divergence of 
opinion, representatives of Industry and Government conferred subsequent to 
the summer adjournment for the purpose of exploring the possibility of finding 
some common ground upon which all could agree, and the result was a proposed 
substitute bill which is set forth in the letter, date<l December 30, 1953, from 
the Comptroller General to Chairman Reed. 

The propose<l substitute bill does not grant judicial power to the GAO. This 
bill, in our opinion, also very elTectlvely and clearly reestablishes the law as It 
existed prior to the Wunderlich case by providing that no decision of a con- 
tracting officer shall be final if "fradulent or capricious or arbitrary or so 
grossly erroneous as necessarily to imply bad faith." and, in addition, provides 
that the decision must be supported by "substantial evidence." 

We recommend, therefore, that favorable consideration be given this sub- 
stitute bill. 

Mr. Foi^Y. Mr. Kline. 
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STATEMENT   OF   ROBERT   E.   ZLINE,   JR.,   REPRESENTING   THE 
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF RIVER AND HARBOR CONTRACTORS 

Mr. Ki.iNE. I am Robert E. Kline, Jr., an attorney with offices in 
Washinjrton, D. C. 1 am appearing on behalf of the National Associa- 
tion of River and Harbor t'ontractoi-s in support of the legislation 
that is receiving your consideration today, designed to give relief 
fioni the unfoitunate consequences of the Wunderlich decision. 

The national association that I represent, as its name implies, is 
composed of all the principal dredgmg and harbor contractors en- 
gaged in river and harbor Avork throughout the United States. Tliese 
companies are located on both the Atlantic and Pacific coasts, on the 
(JUIT and the Great Lakes, and in far-oflf Hawaii. 

Most of tlie companies in our organization liave been in business a 
long, long time. I feel confident that one or more of them liave par- 
ticipated in every important dredging job, or dredging and fill job, 
that has been undertaken in this country during the past 50 years. 
And their work has spread out all over tlie world: the late war foimd 
tliem in Europe and in Africa, in Australia and the far islands of the 
Pacific, as well as nearer home in North and South America, the 
Caribbean, et cetera, helping build the necessary bulwarks of de- 
fense-dredging harbors, constructing bases, aii-fields and docks, and so 
on. In peacetime, of course, they are engaged in the more normal 
activities of constructing .safe and adequate harbors, dredging rivers, 
building dikes, levees and breakwaters, et cetera, usually under mu- 
nicipal. State or Federal supervision. When work has not been too 
abundant at home, they have sought it abroad; some of them are now 
engaged in important dredging and river and harbor work for our 
friendly neighbors to the south; others are doing jobs in Europe and 
the Far East. I am therefore speaking for an industry that is im- 
portant at all times. I am sure you appreciate that it becomes a 
vital part of any war effort. 

A large part of our river and harbor dredging, filling, and other 
construction work has been performed under Army and Navy con- 
tracts, or contracts with other Government departments and agencies. 
Required to be included in all such contracts is the so-called dispute 
or finality clause, wiiich provided, until its recent amendment which 
I shall discuss later, that^— 
all Uisputps ooncfrninjt questions of fact * • • shall be decided by the conlract- 
insr offlrer subject to written npiienl * * * to the head of the department * • * 
whose decision shall be final * • *. 

Despite this so-called finality clause, the courts had sought to do 
justice. They asserted that they could not be deprived by contract 
or otherwise of their normal jurisdiction to decide questions of law. 
They went further to say that, if the decision of the c<mtracting officer 
or department iiead were arbitrary, capricious, or grossly erroneous, 
it would be disregarded and set aside in an appropriate court proceed- 
ing for damages or some other form of judicial relief. There had 
thus been created a sort of judicial safety valve that was sometimes 
needed and used to correct administrative abuse. 

In fairness it should be said that in our experience incidents of such 
abuse have not been frequent. Generally speaking, members of our 
association have gotten along very well with the Army and Navy 
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engineers and other officials who have been designated as contracting 
officers on the many important river and harbor projects that we 
have undertaken for the Government throughout the years. We have 
formed a high regard for their ability and fairness, and they have 
come to rely upon our experience and know-how in our particular 
field of endeavor. 

Once in a while, however, the human equation being what it is, we 
have come across persons in responsible positions who have not been 
fair and reasonable. Unfortunately, certain contracting officers have 
proven to be arbitrary, or perverse, or sometimes just plain incompe- 
tent. Incidents of this kind are exceptional, but they do occur; and 
it goes without saying that when officers of this caliber imfortunately 
do get in control of things, abuses occur from which there should be 
some kind of judicial relief, regardless of the presence in the contract 
of a finality clause. 

As I have said, the principles governing judicial review had been 
pretty well worked out in the coui'ts, when along came the now famous 
Wimderlich decision. Disregarding all that had gone on before, the 
Supreme Court imposed a far more rigid test for judicial review of 
factual determinations imder the "disputes" clause than had ever been 
conceived before. It said in effect that, because of the presence of 
article 15 in the contract, the decision of the contracting officer or 
department head was absolutely final on disputes cx)nceniing questions 
of fact, and tlie only exception was whei-e the aggrieved party could 
allege and prove actual fraud—and by fraud it meant "conscious 
wi;ongdoing, and intention to cheat or be dishonest." 

This decision came as a thunderbolt to our industry, as I am sure 
it did to all those engaged in the performance of Government con- 
tracts. Because of the required inclusion of article 15 in all construc- 
tion contracts, was there to be no escape from unjust or arbitrary 
action on the part of contracting officers or department heads? 

Actual fraud is difficult, if not impossible, to prove. In fact, it 
seldom occurs. But you do sometimes meet stubbornness and per- 
verseness, a determination to stick to an original wrong viewpoint, 
regardless. And there have been some unfortunate instanoes of in- 
competence and neglect. A recurrence of any of these could result in 
serious administrative abuse, for which there would be no remedj' un- 
der the Wunderlich decision, except for actual fraud. 

We immediately set about to get some legislative relief from the 
harsh consequences of the Wunderlich decision. As you know, bills 
were introduced in the last Congress on both sides of tlie Capitol; 
hearings were held; one of the bills, S. 2487, passed the Senate, but 
failed of enactment by the House because of the shortness of time be- 
fore adjournment. Accordingly, this remedial legislation had to be 
reintroduced in the present Congress. The Senate bill, S. 24, again 
passed the Senate, and is now before you for your consideration, 
together with three House bills, all having the same objective, but cov- 
ering the subject in somewhat different ways. 

In the meantime two things have occurred, which we feel have been 
steps in the right direction, but in our opinion are not adequate to take 
care of the situation. 

First, Congress, in the Department of Defense Appropriation Act 
for fiscal 1953, provided: 
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No funds contained In this Act shall be used for the purpose of entering into 
contracts containing article 15 of the Standard Government Contract unless 
and until said article is revised and amended to provide an api)eal by the con- 
tractor to the Court of Claims within ninety days of the date of decision by the 
department concerned, authority for which appeal is hereby granted. 

Tliis provision was repeated in the Defense Appropriation Act for 
fiscal 1954. 

Wlvile probably of some help to others, this provision is too limited 
in its scope and tenure to afford a permanent and adequate remedy 
from tlie effects of the Wunderlich decision. It applies only to con- 
struction contracts under these particular appropriation acts, which 
cover the military functions of the Department oi Defense. They do 
not cover the civil functions of that department; these are carried in a 
separate act containin<f no such {)rovision. So far as we dredging 
contractors are concerned, our business with the Defense Department 
falls under its civil functions, and so we are not protected by this 
provision. 

The second thing the Government did was to revise its standard 
"disputes'* clause. I will not quote the clause because it was quoted 
several times before. 

We feel this definitely is an improvement. In an indirect sort of 
way, it contemplates bases in addition to fraud for judicial review of 
the de[)artuient head's final determination, by providing that his 
decision shall be final "unless determined by a court oi comi)etent 
jurisdiction to have been fraudulent, arbitrary, capricious, or so 
grossly erroneotis as necessarily to imply bad faith." 

But one difKculty is that this change results from administrative 
action, not statutory requirement, and the clause could be changed 
again, at will, by the sinne aduiiiiistrative authority. There is no 
a.ssurance of its permanence. 

Neither does this clause as revised give all the bases for judicial 
relief that are pr()|)osed by the bills now before you. S. •24, for ex- 
ample, as it ])assed the Senate, has as an additional ground a de- 
cision "not supported by reliable, probative, and substantial evi- 
dence.'"   So too H. R. 1.S89. which is like S. 24, and also H. R. 01146. 

These bills also make it clear that no Government contract shall 
contain a provision malcing final on a question of law the decision of 
an administrative official, representative, or board. That I think is 
proper and states tlie law as it now is so far as jurisdiction of courts is 
concerned. 

Like some of those who have spoken before me, I am disturbed by 
the mention of the General Accoimting Office in the Senate bill, ft 
is also mentioned in H. R. IS.'JO. I think it has no place there. I get 
reassurance from the Senate report, which states that this language 
is not intended to add or subtract from the present jurisdiction of the 
GAO in any way. As you know, the precise extent and limits of the 
Comptroller General's jmisdiction is presently a matter of great con- 
cern and open dispute. I do not think that that involved question 
should be injected here. It would only lead to confusion and would 
divert attention from the prime purposes of this remedial legislation 
to afford legislative relief from the unfortunate effects of the Wunder- 
lich decision. 
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' In conclusion, I am iuitliorized to express the support of tlie Na- 
tional Association of River and Harbor Contractoi-s for S. 24, and to 
urge your approval of this Senate bill, or of some other bill having 
substantially the same pur])ose and effect. 

Mr. FoLEv. Mr. McDaniel. • 

STATEMENT OF CHARLES MAECHLING, JR., REPRESENTING THE 
RADIO-ELECTRONICS-TELEVISION MANUPACTURERS ASSOCIA- 
TION 

Mr. MAKCHIJNO. Mr. Cliairinan, my name is Charles Maechling, 
Jr. I am testifying in the absence of the president of our a.ssociation, 
the Radio-Electronics-Television Manufacturers Association. 

Our association is composed of 360 radio, electr(mics, and television 
manufacturers, including a large jjroportion of the Nation's .supjjliei-s 
of military electronic equipment. Our industry has a vital interest in 
legislation affecting the tei-ms and conditions under which defense 
contractors do business with the Government. AVe are most apprecia- 
tive of this oppoi'tunity to present our view.s. 

For the past few years our indiistry has sold about $2.5 billion worth 
of equipment to the military services anmially. We enjoy a vei-y 
satisfactory business relationshij) with the armed services. We hope 
that Co!igrpss will do jiothing to disturb this relationship in the field 
of coTitract arbitration without giving close consideration to the views 
of industry generally. 

On January 19 our president sent a letter to this committee, which I 
quote in pertinent part as follows: 

This association is fully aware <if the unhapii.v oouse<iiieiie('s of the Wiinderlioh 
(lecisiou despite the fact that the deci.'iion's impact on defense contrnotors In 
our industry lias been neutralized by the adoption of the Septetnber ir>, l'.ti52, 
amendment to the armed services procurement rei-'ulatious disputes clause. 
Neverthelesi*, we intended lo testify in oppo.sition to S. 24 because, in our opinion, 
that bill went beyond mere re.storation of the pre-Wunderlich rule. It intro- 
duced new elements into llie review of disputes decisions which have seriously 
jeopardized finality of settlement and it raised questions on the adeiinacy of 
existing review procedures which could only be answered by the courts. We 
have been informed by the Comptroller (Jeueral, however, that he has recom- 
mended to your committee that new language reconciling the differing views of 
defense manufacturirs, the constrncti<m industry, the General Accnunting Office 
and the Department of TJefeuso, on the best means of counteracting the Wnnder- 
lich decision, be substituted in place of S. 24. We have studied the substitute 
language proposed by the ComitlroUer <!eneral, and it appears to us to satis- 
factorily restore the pre-Wunderlich rule without containing the features which 
we objected to in S. 24. 

I should like to make a few remarks in amplification of the reasons 
given in Mr. McDaniel's letter for our o])position to the entictment of 
S. 24 and our preference for the enactment of the bill enclosed in the 
Comptroller General's letter of December 30, 1953, to the chairman of 
this committee. 

If legislation is enacted, we favor a bill which would restore to the 
Comptroller General, to contractors, and to courts the respective 
status, rights, and powers which they enjoyed prior to the Wuntlerlich 
decision. We believe that the bill projiosed in the Comptroller Gen- 
eral's letter would accomplish such a restoration. We further believe 
that after such legislation the Comptroller General could exercise his 
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powers under the Budget HIKI Account in jr Act of l!)21 in the s«me 
manner and to the same extent as he was al)le to do prior to the 
Wunderlicli decision. In fact, tlie Comptroller General's letter to 
the chairman of this committee so states. On the otlier hand, S. 24, 
instead of limitinfj itself to restoring the pre-Wunderlich situation for 
contractors, the (Comptroller (leneral. and the courts, ijitroduces sub- 
stantial departures from established procedures and raises new ques- 
tions of interpretation which ultimately would have to be settled by 
expensive and protracted litigation. 

The language of S. 24 apparently establishes the General Account- 
ing Office as an additional administrative agency for the review of 
disputes under Government contracts. This innovation would have 
a serious impact on existing procedures for arbitrating such disputes 
and giving the requisite degree of finality to decisions thereunder. 
()ver the years the contracting agencies of the Government with which 
the electronics industi-y does almost all of its business, namely, the 
Department of Defense, the Atomic Energy Commission, and the 
GSA, have developed efficient and workable systems for arbitrating 
disputes and reaching decisions on questions of fact. Procedures have 
been devised for insuring that contractors are given a fair and impar- 
tial review of adverse decisions by contracting officers. Boards of con- 
tract apj)eal have been established, such as the Armed Services Board 
of Contract Appeals and the boards of some of the civilian agencies. 
Clear and effective procedures have been devised for appealing deci- 
sions of these boards under certain conditions to the courts. Under 
S. 24, however, the scope and powei-s of the General Accounting Office 
are vastly enlarged, and this agency of the Government, which has 
heretofore exercised principally investigatory and audit functions, 
becomes clothed with powers of a judicial nature. S. 24 appears to 
set up the General Accounting Office as a third administrative tier of 
review in Government contract disputes. 

Now, it is not clear from the bill whether this authority is mandatory 
or whether it can be exercised at the disci'etion of the Comptroller Gen- 
eral, nor is it clear whether this is an administrative review or a quasi- 
judicial type of review, substituting an administrative agency for the 
courts, without affording a litigant the customary protection which is 
given to him in judicial proceedings. Moreover, we raise the question 
whether the decisions by this additional agency of review are final or 
whether they in turn can be appealed to the courts. If the latter, the 
bill is defective in that it fails to set forth the conditions under Mhich 
a judicial appeal can be taken and the procedure for doing so. 

In addition, it would appear that u\e General Accounting Office 
would be both judge and juiT in instances where it is called upon to 
review actions derived from tlie authority which is granted to it by the 
Budget and Accounting Act of 15)21. Thus, a situation could arise 
where the General Accounting Office first stops payment under its 
investigatory and audit power and then reviews its own actions in so 
doing. Unless tlie authority which S. 24 jiroposes to give to the Gen- 
eral Accounting Office is spelled out in much greater detail, we can 
foresee infinite possibilities of confusion. 

One thing especially seems clear, and that is that the finality now 
afforded the decisions by Grovernment boards of contract appeals, and 
in particular the Armed Services Board of Contract Appeals, would 
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be utterly nullified by the establishment of a new administrative 
agency of review, and the usefulness of these boards would come to a 
quick end. The Department of Defense in its testimony has corrobo- 
rated our prediction in this regard. 

These are the leasons why the language of S. 24, as compared with 
the language of the bill jnoposed by the Comptroller General, seems to 
us to be fraught with ambiguity and danger. AVe accordingly wish to 
advise this committee that we concur in the recommendation of tha 
Comptroller General that the bill which he forwarded to the chair- 
man in his letter of December 30, 1953, be substituted for S. 24 or 
H. R. 1839 and in that form enacted into law. In our view, the 
adoption of this language will rectify the unfortunate situation 
created by the Wunderlich decision, without disrupting finality of 
settlement and without disrupting the present appellate procedures 
provided by the Government boards of contract appeals. 

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. 
Mr. FoLEY. Mr. Gaskins. 

FUETHER STATEMENT OF JOHN W. GASKINS, ATTORNEY, 
WASHINGTON, D. C. 

Mr. FoLKY. Mr. Gaskins, an amendment has been suggested to the 
committee to section 2 of S. 24 and applicable to H. R. 18:'>9 and H. R. 
694f>, as follows: Strike out the period after the word "board" and 
insert the following: 
or contractually limiting any said decision to determinations of questions ot 
fact. 

Wotild j'ou mind giving the subcommittee j-our views on that 
pro[>osal i 

Mr. GASKINS. Mr. Foley, I think that addition was proposed for 
the bill that has been suggested by the Com])troller General in his 
letter of December 30 to the committee, and I have previously stated 
that I think that bill is the best bill which is presently before the com- 
mittee. However, I think the addition of the clause which you men- 
tioned would possibly have the effect of ruling out altogether the 
inclusion of disputes clauses relating to questions of fact in Govern- 
ment contracts, and if it had that effect I do not believe that there has 
been any advocate for that up to the present time. 

Mr. FoLEY. Thank you. 
Mr. Franklin Schultz. 
The CHAIKMAN. I might say to those witnesses who are present 

that at the conclusion of the gentleman who is before us the committee 
will recess for an hour and a half. 

STATEMENT OF FRANKLIN M. SCHULTZ, ATTORNEY AT LAW, 
WASHINGTON, D. C. 

Mr. SCHULTZ. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to ap- 
pear before your committee to speak briefly about tlie pending bills 
dealing with the review of Government contract disputes. 

I was until last fall a professor of law at the Indiana University 
School of Law. I am now an attorney in practice in Washington. 
While in Indiana I tatight the general contracts coui"ses and a number 
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of commercial law courses over a period of 6 years, and have done 
some research and writing in the contract area with particular refer- 
ence to construction and procurement contracts. About a year and 
a half ago I became interested in the problem created by the Wun- 
derlich decision. I have followed tlie legislation fairly closely since 
the Senate hearings in the spring of 1952. As I did not have to teach 
last summer, I spent the time researching this problem and stated 
mj' views in an article in the Harvard Law Review which came out 
last December. 

I should like to say that I am making this statement as a private 
citizen and as a student of this area, rather than as an attorney for 
any person, corporation, or association. 

I have a prepared statement. However, it was prejpared before I 
had the benefit of this hearing, and with your kind permission I 
should like to speak informally because, as a matter of fact, I have 
changed my views somewliat. I have been educated you might say, 
by having sat in this hearing the last 2 days. 

You may, I think, be interested in hearing very briefly what I con- 
sider to be the repercussions of the Wunderlich decision. I should 
say, first of all, that I think there is a practical need for legislation. 
I agree with Congiessman Walter who yesterday pointed out that no 
matter what position the Department of .Justice may take on what 
the Wunderlich opinion meant, as a practical matter the Court of 
Claims is construing it to mean an absolute fraud rule, and despite the 
fact that several administrative agencies have amended their disputes 
clause, that amendment has not been made across the board. Further- 
more, as was pointed out 1 believe by Representative Celler, there is 
no guaranty that these amendments would hold for the future. 

One minor point. No one as far as I know has mentioned a rider 
to the Department of Defense Appropriation Acts of 1953 and 1954, 
a sex;tion 635, which I refer to on page 3 of my statement. I realize 
it is not within tlie province of tnis committee. However, it does 
seem to me that if the Congress does pass appropriate legislation, 
this confusing rider should be deleted from the next appropriations 
bill for the Department of Defense, because no one is sure what it 
means, not even the Department of Defense, and it could throw the 
Court of Claims into a state of confusion if some cases are appealed 
to the Court of Claims on the basis of this rider. 

Now, from the standpoint of a contractor, if we were going to ap- 
proach this problem afresh, I think most of them would prefer some 
form of commercial arbitration as you have in private contracts; that 
is to say, there, where you have a dispute the parties have agreed in 
advance that the architect will settle it, and if they do not like his 
decision they can appeal to an impartial panel which is selected by the 
American Institute of Architects, which will make the final decision. 
It is also true that in the private contract world you do have the ap- 
pointment of what you call third party experts, an architect, engi- 
neer, or supervising expert, whose word is final on questions of inter- 
pretation, fact, and so forth. As a matter of fact, in reading the 
Supreme Court cases it is interesting that the Supreme Court has never 
distinguished between a private contract which makes use of a third 
party expert, such as an architect, and a Government contract which 
makes use of a contracting officer as the third party arbiter.   I think 
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that this is unfortunate, because in private contracts your third party 
expert, the architect or engineer, is freely appointed, freely chosen 
by both parties to the contract. They put their confidence in liini, and 
consequently if he makes a decision they are willing to abide by it; 
whereas, in the case of Government contracts, as we were made well 
aware by Congressman Caller's comment yesterday, the contracting 
officer is appointed only by the Government, without the consent of 
the private contractor, and the disputes clause is written by the Gov- 
ernment as a standardized provision, the private contractor having no 
opportunity to negotiate whether or not it should be included in the 
standard contract. 

If, as I say, we were starting afresh, I would suggest that this com- 
mittee might explore tiie possioility of using some form of arbitration 
in the field as a way of settling disputes ni construction and other 
types of contracts. However, it appears that as of this date the Gov- 
ernment has never been willing to accept compulsory arbitration, and 
in the few cases where discretionary arbitration has been attempted, 
as under the Contract Settlement Act, for example, it has never been 
widely used. 

The Government, of course, talies the position that it needs this 
disputes machinery to get its work done etBciently and expeditiously, 
and I think there is a great deal to be said for that point. They 
acknowledge the fact that it is a one-sided proposition, and they say 
that the remedy or the counteracting power, you might say, is the 
existence of an apiJeal board, an administrative appeal board, within 
the procurement agency. The Armed Services Board of Contract 
Appeals, as far as I have been able to study it, does offer a de novo 
review, a fair hearing, and does give the contractor an opportunity to 
present his case. As Mr. Gaskins pointed out this morning, however, 
this administrative review is not available in that form in other pro- 
curement agencies. There are other boards, but I do not think that 
they approximate the procedure which is provided by the Armed 
Services Board of Contract Appeals. I do think that that Board and 
the others could be strengthened. 1 think their procedures could be 
brought in closer approximation with the Administrative Procedure 
Act, which the Congress passed in IQ^G. I think that their inde- 
pendence could be strengthened by having their members appointed 
not by the individual secretary of the service concerned but by the 
Secretary of Defense, so they would not be on the payroll of the agency 
for whom they are making the decision. 

Now to come to the bills which are pending. First, as for H. R. 
1839, which is the companion bill to Senator McCarran's S. 24, I 
should like to say this: While it purports to favor the private con- 
tractor—and certainly that is the impetus for all this jiroposed legis- 
lation, to overcome the restrictive effects of the Wunderlich decision— 
it seems to me that it acts as a boomerang. I say that because of the 
phrase in H. R. 18'1!) which gives the General Accounting Office the 
power to ujiset a contracting officer's decision which is favorable to 
the private contractor if the General Accounting Office decides that 
there is not substantial evidence to support that decision. Now, I 
think the General Accounting Office has a legitimate concern about 
the impact of the Wunderlich case. I do not think there is any ques- 
tion but that the Wunderlich case has narrowed the opportunity the 
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General Accounting Office has to upset a contracting officer's decision 
whicli they feel is perhaps not fraudulent but so grossly erroneous as 
necessarily to imply bad faitli. I must say that in my research I 
never found a case where the General Accounting Office was success- 
ful in court in proving that its own officer, that is, the Government's 
officer, had been fraudulent against the Government in deciding or 
making a decision under the disputes clause. There may be cases. 
I am speaking now of cases where a contracting officer has made an 
award or has said that payment shall be made to the contractor for 
a change or something of that sort, and it has been approved by the 
department head or the representative of the board of contract appeals 
and the GAO has refused payment. In those cases where the private 
cimtractor is wealthy enough to continue litigation, he can go into the 
Court of Claims and bring his action, and I know of no case where the 
Court of Claims has upheld the GAO, even though presumably the 
GAO, as the law was interpreted before Wundenich, if it were to 
prove fraud or such gross mistake that is tantamount to fraud, would 
be able to upset the Government's officer. 

I think I can illustrate rather dramatically and briefly what might 
happen if the GAO were left in the picture by giving this simple 
example. Take General Motors, which as I understand it has a large 
number of cost-plus contracts. Let us suppose that they have a con- 
tract to make a new style tank. They need special tools which cost 
thousands of dollars. So before they set up the machinery to manu- 
facture the tools they go to the chief contracting officer and they say, 
"We have this proposal. Will you approve it?" This is the proposal 
for setting up the machinery for tooling up for these new tanks. The 
chief contracting officer I'eviews it, has his sulwrdinates review it, and 
he finally approves. Then the contractor, be it General Motors or 
any other automobile manufacturer, goes to the bank and says, "We 
would like to Ixjrrow some money on this plant," and they show the 
approval of the chief contracting officer, and they assign their con- 
tract as collateral to the bank for money. The bank loans money 
which the manufacturer uses to set up the tooling, and then after 
vouchers are presented to GAO, let us say the GAO decides after 
careful review not to pay because they do not think that the chief 
contracting officer who approved the plan for tooling was supported 
by substantial evidence, to take the words of the McCarran bill, in his 
decision, "\^'^lere is the bank? Well, obviously they are holding the 
bag, because the contracts which were deposited as collateral with 
them are of no value if the contractor cannot collect the money from 
the GAO to meet the payments to the bank. So I should thiiik that 
banks and surety companies writing performanw and payment bonds 
and other financial interests would be (jiiite concerned about this 
inclusion of the GAO in the McCarran bill. 

It does seem to me, incidentally, that the GAO has a real concern 
about the quality of our contracting officers, but I think the remedy 
lies in improving the contracting officers, getting better people, better 
Qualified, more responsible people, rather than in setting up another 

lourt of Claims. There has been considerable comment about the 
Comptroller General's proposed amendment. That is the bill which 
the last gentleman discussed. I do think it is an improvement over 
the McCarran bill.   However, I have some doubt about the language. 

44412—r.-l^ 8 
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As I read the language of the ComptroUei- General's bill it does not 
say specifically that an appeal can be taken by an aggrieved 
contractor.   It says that— 
no provision of any contract entered into by the United States relating to the 
finality or conclusiveness of any decision of the head of any department or his 
duly authorized representative or board in a dispute involving a question 
arising under such contract shall be pleaded— 
it does not say by whom— 
as limiting judicial review of any such decision to cases where fraud by such 
oiticial or his said representative or board is alleged. 
And it says : 
Provided, however. That any such decision shall be final and conclusive— 
but it does not say against whom— 
unless the same is found to be fraudulent or capricious or arbitrary or so 
grossly erroneous as necessarily to imply bad faith or is not supported by sub- 
stantial evidence. 

Mr. HYDE. Does that not necessarily include both parties ? 
Mr. ScHCLTz. Yes, and that is exactly my point. I should think, 

unless the legislative history is clear, that several years from now, if 
the Comptroller General decides, as in my tank case, that a contract- 
ing officer's decision is not supported by substantial evidence, he could 
refuse payment, and in a court action he could say that this bill means 
that it is a two-way street, not only may the contractor upset the con- 
tracting officer for not having substantial evidence behind the de- 
cision, but in the case where the contracting officer makes a decision 
favorable to the contractor the GAO has similar upsetting power. I 
am bothered because Mr. Fisher in his testimony yesterday said this: 

The enactment of a bill in either form— 
meaning S. 24 or the Comptroller General's modified bill— 
would permit administrative officers to make determinations on questions of 
fact which would have final effect If the decision was not found by the General 
Accounting Offi<'e or the courts to be arbitrary, capricious, etc. Such a law not 
only would protect the contractor from fraudulent, arbitrary, capricious action 

• by giving him in addition to resort to the courts a further administrative remedy 
before thi> General Accounting Office, a timesaviuK and less expensive proceed- 
ing, but also would provide a protection through the General Accounting Office 
against decisions adverse to the interests of the United States. Certainly the 
rights of contractors and the Government to review or appeal should be 
coextensive. 

I take that to mean that the GAO would have the same right under 
this modified bill to upset a contracting officer for lack of substantial 
evidence as would a private contractor. Incidentally, I think that 
miglit also raise a constitutional question. 

Mr. WILLIS. I do not know that I follow your last point. What 
danger do you anticipate ? 

Mr. ScHULTZ. The danger I anticipate is that the GAO may rely 
on the wording of this bill and the legislative history to permit it to 
reverse for lack of substantial evidence, a contracting officer who has 
made a decision favorable to the contractor, permitting him to go 
aliead with tooling up his tanks. 

Mr. WILLIS. This judicial review referred to in that passage there 
referring to a review by GAO, when GAO has been left out deliber- 
ately as compared to S. 24? 
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Mr. SciiuLTz. Well, that is persuasive, sir, but you do have the 
testimony of Mr. Fisher, sponsoring this modified bill, which would 
be part of the legislative history, saying that the rights of contrac- 
tor and the Government to appeal should be coextensive. "Coexten- 
sive" is the word. 

Mr. FoLKY. Prior to the Wunderlich decision could GAO refuse 
to pay on that same basis? 

Mr. .Scuui/rz. No. 
Mr. FoLET. Why not ? 
Mr. Sciiui-ra. necause under the cases prior to the Wunderlich 

decision, as I read them, tlic GAO could only reverse the Govern- 
ment's contracting officer if that officer acted fraudulently or was so 
grossly erroneous as necessarily to imply bad faith. 

Mr. Fou.Y. That is the Wunderlich decision, is it not? 
Mr. Sdiii.T/. No. The Wunderlich decision, I believe, limits it 

to fraud, Mr. Foley. 
Mr. FOLJ:T. SO that the Goveininent could not go in except on those 

conditions which you have just stated. Have they ever tried to go 
in?    Does your research show that? 

Mr. ScHui-i-z. Yes, it shows that in 1922 there was a Supreme Court 
case. Mason and Hangar v. United Statex, where the Supreme Court 
said to the GAO: 

Tou cunnot upset this contraftlnj; nfflcer's decision. 

It was a case where the contractor had approved the premium on 
an insurance iwlicy as being a pro|)er extra for the contractor, and 
tlie GAO refused payment. The contractor went into the Court of 
Claims and sued, and the Supreme Court said: 

You cannot upset tliis coutrnctiug oflicer's decision unless jou can prove it 
fraudulent or .so grossly erroneous as to necessarily imply bud faith. 

Then from 1922 to 19,52 in the Court of Claims there is a line of cases 
which is quoted in an article by Professor Robert Brancher written 
in the summer of 1952 issue of Law and Contemporary Problems, 
whei-e the Court of Claims cited this 1922 Supreme Court decision 
and consistently refused to permit the GAO to upset the Government's 
contracting officer because the GAO had failed to prove that the 
officer acted fraudulently against the Government or that his action 
against the Government was so grossly erroneous as to imply bad 
faith. 

Mr. FoLET. But at the same time the Court of Claims was \)ev- 
mittijig recovery on the part of the private contractor on the other 
ground ? 

Mr. ScHtJLTz. The Court of Claims was permitting recovery on 
the same ground to private contractors if the contractor could prove 
that the contracting officer in deciding against the contractor had 
acted fraudulently or made a decision so grossly erroneous as neces- 
sarily to imply bad faith. Now, that formula has not been changed 
over the last 50 years. 

Mr. FoLET. That is what I am talking about. 
Mr. Soiiui.Tz. Let me add this: Mr. Gaskins pointed to the Ripley 

case, where the Supreme Court used the word "capricious."' There 
has been some leeway, but the Supreme Court has never said that a 
private contractor can get the Court of Claims to grant judgment to 
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the contracfor by provinjr simply there was not substantial evidence 
behind the coutractinfj; officer's decision, which is the new language 
introduced by the McCarran bill and by the modified Comptroller 
General's bill. 

Mr. HTDE. Mr. Schultz, then the only change this makes in the 
pre-Wunderlich situation is one of degree? In other words, it simply 
adds the test of substantial evidence? 

Mr. SciiuiiTz. Yes, but in my opinion that is quite a degree, because 
as 1 understand the substantial evidence rule as it is applied in the 
courts—as good an illustration as any, I suppose, is an appeal from a 
lal)or board hearing. If the labor board decides against the em- 
ployer aiul the employer decides to take the case to the circuit court, 
the circuit court will lo(jk at the whole record of the labor 
board to see Avhether or not there is substantial evidence to 
support the decision. Now, if the GAO has similar power—in the 
first ])lace, it is not a court; it is part of our legislative branch— 
but if it has similar ijower it could rather easily upset a decision which 
had been made in lavor of a contractor upon which there had been 
considerable reliance by the contractor or his bank, his surety com- 
pany, a)id so forth. 

Mr. HYDE. DO you think that would create a lot more difficulty in 
the banking community than w-as the situation before? 

Mr. SCHULTZ. Yes, I do. Mr. Easterwood submitted a letter to 
the Senate committee which states that iwsition very well. I think 
it is appended to the report of the hearings before Senator McCarran's 
subcommittee. 

I also would like to add a footnote to that, and that is that I think 
there is a real constitutional question here. I think you said yester- 
day, Congressman Willis, that you did not see as a matter of law why 
this bill could not be retroactive in favor of contractors, that is, those 
who entered into contracts before the Wundcrlich decision. It seems 
to me that if any one of these bills is interpreted to give the GAO 
power to upset a contracting officer for lack of substantial evidence, 
the Government would then be taking away from the contractor a 
right he got when he made his contract 2 or 3 years ago with the 
Government, and under some Supreme Court decisions that raises a 
question whether or not it is a deprivation of property without due 
process of law under the fifth ameiulment. The leading case is Lynch 
v. United States (292 U. S. 571), where Justice Brandeis said that the 
Government may not take away a contract right, which he says is a 
property right, from a private individual once it has been granted. 
That involved war risk insurance which was issued after the First 
World War. 

Mr. HTDE. If you omit the substantial evidence test, however, are 
you not likely in view of some of the language in the Wunderlich 
case to sti II be in the same spot we are under the Wunderlich case ? 

Mr. SCHULTZ. I do not think so, sir. 
Mr. HYDE. Did you hear Mr. Phillips yesterday from the Depart- 

ment of Justice? 
Mr. ScHULi-z. Yes, sir, I did. 
Mr. HYDE. The way they construe the Wunderlich case, it seems to 

me that the language "fraud" or "grossly erroneous necessarily to 
imply bad faith" are almost synonymous. 
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Mr. ScHtJLTZ. I heard that point expressed. I do think that Jus- 
tice Jackson's dis.sent is wliat the court meant. He dissented from 
the majority opinion becHU.se he said he thoujiiit tliey were eliminat- 
ing from tl>e old test the gross mistake point, and I do think that 
the Comptroller General's bill without the "substantial evidence" 
1)hni.se has the language "capricious"' and "arbitrary,'' and also puts 
)ack in "grossly erroneous as necessarily to imply bad faith." 

Mr. HYDE. YOU tiunk the two words "arbitrary" and "capricious" 
are sufficient to get f i-om under the Wunderlich case? 

Mr. Sciiui.Tz. I do. As a matter of fact, in the majority opinion 
Justice Minton said tlie words "arbitxary" and "capricious" are not 
sufficient, so I take it if the Congress legislated that they were, they 
would be. 

1 have taken a great deal of your time. 1 would like to say in con- 
clusion that it seems to me there are four separate issues here as the 
hearing has developed. First is the question of tlie sco|)e of judicial 
review in view of the Wunderlich decision. My own preference would 
be for the hmguage of the Comptroller General's modified bill with- 
out the phrase "substantial evidence," or Representative Celler's bill, 
which does not include the phrase "substantial evidence." 

The second question, as I see it, is the status of the General Ac- 
counting Office. I should like to see not only the GAO taken out of 
the bill but taken out of the legislative history if that is possible, 
and that miglit mean some clarification as to the modified bill. 

The third question, I think, is the question of retroactivity. I do 
not have any strong view on that question. I think that it might 
be perfectly reasonable, as Congressman AVillis has urged, that any 
bill be made retroactive to take care of contractore who were un- 
fortunate enough to be caught by the Wunderlich decision, you might 
say; but I do think when you are talking about retroactivit^y you have 
to remember that if the Comptroller General's modified bill or S. 24 
is enacted you are going to have retroactivity in favor of the GAO in 
regard to contracts entered into before this act was passedj which, 
as I mentioned, raises some constitutional doubts in my mind. 

Fourthly, it seems to me you have the question of whether or not 
the all-disputes clause should be prohibited. I think if the Congress 
feels that that is an unwarranted delegation of power to decide ques- 
tions of law to conti-acting officer, section '2 of the McCarran bill takes 
care of it very adequately, and the bill itself takes care of prCvSent 
disputes which involve questions of fact and law or mixed questions 
of fact and law. 

I think that the AIJA proposal is a very reasonable propt)sal. It 
meets most of my objections. It completely takes the (JAG out of 
the picture, as I see it, because in the ABA proposal it uses the 
phrase: 

Notwithstanding tlie presence in any contrnct entered into by the United 
.*^tates of u provision relating to the finality or i-onilusiveness of any decision 
of an agency official, board or other representative on qnestions of law or fact 
nrising under snch <-ontrai't. judicial review as provided in section 10 of the 
.\dniinistrntive Procedure Act may be had of any such decision by the contractor. 

There it only mentions the contractor as having the right of appeal, 
and hence there would be no implication that tiie power of the GAO 
is inci-ea.sed.    I would say this, though, in fairness to the (lAO.    If 
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the ABA bill were passed, it seems to me the GAO would have legiti- 
mate objection, because they then would be stuck with the Wunderlich 
fraud test, wliereas the private contractor would have this new Ad- 
ministrative Procedure Act test. So if you adopt the ABA bill, 
I would suggest a separate section, something to the effect—I am no 
legislative draftsman—that "nothing herein shall be interpreted as 
depriving the General Accounting Office of such power to reverse 
decisions of contiactiu"; officers as existed prior to the decision in 
United States v. Wwuteiiich.'''' That, it seems to nie, would [>rotect 
the legitimate interests of the GAO in being able to do what it was 
able to do before Wunderlich. 

Mr. H\T>K. In view of the opinion of the Department of Justice, we 
still do not know where we stand with that language. 

Mr. ScutJLTz. I sujjpose I beg to differ with tlie Department of 
Justice on its interpretati<m of what the Wunderlich decision means. 
I i-ealize that as yet the Court of Claims decisions whidi have inter- 
preted Wunderlicli as meaning only fra\id alone have not been taken 
to the Supreme Court. 

The only otlier thought I have on the ABA proposal is that it seems 
to me there should be a clause saying that the contractor must exhaust 
his administrative remedies under the contract before he goes to court. 
As I read tiie ABA proposal, it would be possible for a contractor to 
take an appeal directly from the decision of a coutracting officer to 
the Court of Claims. I tliink in fairness to the administrative agen- 
cies that thej' should have the opportunity to review adnunistratively 
the decision of their own coutracting officer through their boards of 
contract appeals. 

I will be glad to answer any questions. I appreciate your kind 
attention. 

The Cn.AntMAX. Thank you, Mr. Schultz. The committee will now 
rec&ss until 2:30. 

(The prepared statement of Mr. Schultz follows.) 

STATEMENT OF FRANKLIN M. SCHULTZ, ATTORNEY AT LAW, WASUINOTON, D. C. 

My name is Franklin M. Schultz. I was until last fall an associate professor 
of law at Indiana rnlversity Srliool of Law, Bloomlngton, Ind. I am now an 
attorney in practice in Washington, a.sociated with the law firm of Purcell & 
Nelson, Barr Building. 

While I was at Indiana I tauKht the general-contracts course and a number 
of commercial-law courses during a period of about 0 years. I also have done 
some research and writing in the contract area, with particular reference to 
construction and in.surance contracts. About a year and a half ago I became 
Interested In the problem created by the Wunderlich decision, and I spent much 
of the last school year and all of last suuniier studying the pnibteni. My 
observations and conclusions were published in the December Issue of the 
Harvard Law Review in an article entitled "Proposed Changes in Government 
Contract Disputes Settlement: The Legislative Battle Over the Wunderlich 
Case" (vol. fi7. No. 2, December 1958, pp. 217-2.'')0). 

I should like to make a statement both as a private citizen and as a student 
of this area of the law, rather than as an attorney for any person, corporation, 
or association. In my Harvard article I commented in some detail on Senator 
McCarran's bill, S. 24, as well as a proposal sjionsored by the .\merlcan Bar 
Association's section on administrative law. My understanding is that, in 
addition to H. R. 18.%, Introduced by Chairman Reed, the companion bill to 
S. 24, this committee will also consider H. R. 3<K14. introduced by Representative 
Teller, and H. R. 6946, introduced by Representative Willis. I also understand 
that Comptroller General Lindsay Warren has proposed a substitute for H. R. 
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1839 which has received the approval of the Associated General Contractors, the 
Aircraft Industries Association, the Radio-Electronics Television Manufacturers 
Association, and interested administrative agencies. 

With your permission I should lilie to comment briefly on each of these pro- 
posals and indicate my own preference for the ABA proposal about which Mr. 
David Reich of the ABA administrative law section will testify. 

JT7DICIAL,  LEGISLATIVE,  ARD  ADMINISTRATIVE  REPEBCUBSIONS 

By way of bacljground this committee may be interested in reviewiUK what 
has happened on tlie administrative, legislntlve, and judicial levels since the 
United States Supreme Court handed down its opinion in U. 8. v. Wunderlich 
(342 U. S. 98 (1951)). 

On the judicial front it is now quite clear that the Court of Claims, tlie leading 
court dealing with Government contract cases, has talten the Wunderlich deci- 
sion as meaning that Its scope of review of decisions of department heads or 
their representative contract appeals boards is strictly limited to "cases in 
which positive fraud is alleged and proved." See Palace Corporation- v. U. S. 
(110 Fed. Supp. 476, 478 (Ct. Cl. 1953)). 

On the legislative front the only concrete result to date has been a rider tacked 
onto the Department of Defense Appropriation Acts of 1953 and 1954 which 
reads: 

"SEO. 635. No funds contained In this Act shall be used for the purpose of 
entering into contracts containing Article 15 of the Standard Government Con- 
tract until and unless said article is revised and amended to provide an appeal 
by the contractor to the Court of Claims within ninety days of the date of 
decisions by the Department concerned, authority for which appeal is hereby 
granted." 

In compliance with this direction from Congress, the Defense Department 
ha.s added to the disputes clause in its construction contracts that "the con- 
tractor shall have sucli risiht of apiK-al to the Court of Cliiims as is provided 
l)y .section 635 • • *." The rider was applied to const motion contracts, and 
not to supply contracts on advice of the (leiieral Acco\inting Office and pre- 
sumably on the theory that article 15 is the iiunilier of the standards-disputes 
clause only in construction contracts. 

Inasmuch as a contractor could always aiipcal to the Court of Claim.s for a 
limited review, it may be proper to ask whether this rider adds anything to 
that court's ixjwer of review. On the other hand, if it Is to be given some 
meaning under the usual rule of statutory construction, it may raeiin that the 
Court of Claims is no longer bound by Wunderlich and pre-Wunderlich formulae 
in defense contract di.sputes and can in effect treat the question de novo. Other 
questions suggested by the language of the rider are its efl'ect on the 6-year 
statute of limitations on contract claims and the availability of review in 
the district courts where the claim is for less than $10.00(). It is my candid 
opinion that this confusing rider should be eliminated before It leads to troultle- 
Eome litigation. 

On the administrative front the Defense Deijartnieut has voluntarily amended 
its dispute clau.se to read: "final and conclusive • • • unless deteriniued by 
a court of comiX'tent jurisdiction to have been fraudulent, arbitrary, capricious, 
or so grossly erroneous as necessarily to imply bad faith." The General Serv- 
ices Administration has taken a similar step, although it has limited its change 
to construction contracts. As far as I know, no other Federal agency with pro- 
curement powers has followed suit. 

DEFENSE DEPARTMENT AMENDMENT 

It seems to me that the Defense Department's amendment to the di.sputes 
clause adequately protects private contractors from the arbitrary de<'ision 
of a contracting officer as reviewed by his department head or the desijinated 
appeals board. As a matter of fact, this amendment does more than return 
the disputes clause to its pre-Wunderlieh meaning by adding the words "arbi- 
trary" and "capricious" to the old formula which had read "fraud or such gross 
mistJike as would necessarily imply bad faith or failure to exercise an honest 
judgment * • *." This addition wonld appear to be a fair conc-ession to private 
contractors.    In the hands of a careful court it should not result in the sub- 
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sritutioii <if the court's jiulRiiient for the contracting officer's findlnKs. The 
(litficulty is tlmt the Defense Department's amendment has only been half 
Adopted by the General Services Administration, and there is no assnrance that 
it may not at some future date be withdrawn by the administrative agencies 
roncemefl. 

OOVKRNMENT VKXSUS  CONTRACTOR  1NTKHBKT8 

At this point I should like to point out that from tlie Government's point of 
view the disputes mnchinery is very essential for aettinK its eontractiuK work 
done efflfiently, Inexiiensively. and expedltiously. It would be unthinkable to 
permit a construction contractor to take every dispute he has witli the con- 
tracting officer to a court for a full dress trial. From the standpoint of efficiency 
the cf)ntrncting officer who Is close to the day-to-day o|)eration of a Government 
supply or construi'tion contract seems indispensable. 

On the other hand, from tlie stuudiHjint of the private contractor, commercial 
• Arbitration such ns is avnilable under standard AIA contract would seem more 

fair and more in keeping with his notions of how private contract disputes are 
settlefl. Apparently, the Government will not accept compulsory arbitration and 
experience under the Contract Settlement Act demonstrates that discretionary 
arbitration has not been widely used. Hence the problem is to safeguard the 
contractor under the di.sputes machinery by making sure that arbitrary, ca- 
pricious, grossly erroneous or dishonest acts of the contracting officer are 
reviewable. 

THE  ADMINISTRATIVE  BOARDS  OF  CO.NI «ACT  AI'PKAIJJ 

M<ich can be said in favor of tlie administrative appeiil boards in the various 
departments which provide a de novo review. Incldenrally such an administra- 
tive review was not available in the Interior Department ;it the time of the 
Wiinderllch decision. Of all the appeal boards, the review proviiled by the 
Armed Services Board of (Contract Appeals in the Defense Department approxi- 
mates a trial c<mrt proceeding most clo.sely. It probably would be helpful if 
hearings before other jidniinlstrative boards were more In line with the informal, 
jet full, hearing afforded by the ASBt.'A. Opinions could be published and made 
available and steps couM be taken lo strengthen the independence and impartial- 
ity of the boards. For example, the ASUCA Itself could be appointed by and 
rejxirt only to the Secretary of Defense rather than the secretaries of tlie 
respective services which carry on a procurement function. 

THE M'CAKKAN  BILI- 

Tnming now to the McCarran bill, by first reaction is that, while it purports 
to favor the private i-ontnictor, it operates like a boomerang in that it under- 
mines the security and bankable quality of Government contracts by ix>rmitting 
the General Accounting Office for the first time in history to reverse a contracting 
officer's decision favorable to the contractor within the 3-year statute of limita- 
tions on grounds other than fraud or gross mistake imi)lying bad faith. 

Obviously, the Coniptroller General, as watchdog of the Treasury, has a legit- 
imate concern about the recent application of the Wunderlich fraud test against 
the Government. (See I.crtin <f Xorthnip Co. v. U. S.. 101 F. Supp. ni)9 (E. D. 
Pa. 1951).) The General .Accounting Ollice clause in the McCarran bill, how- 
ever, would do nnich more than restore the pre-Wunderllch rule; it would set up 
the General Accounting Office as a second (^)urt of Claims with iwwer to reverse 
a favoralile contracting officer's decision if it decided tluit there were no sub- 
stantial evidence to support it. Private contractors, surety companies writing 
performanc-e and payment bonds, and iianks flunncing long-term contracts have 
reason to be afraid of the repercussions of this jirovision. 

The formula whicli the McCarrcn bill proposes, "fraudulent, grossly erroneous, 
so mistaken as necessarily to imply bad faith, or not supported by rellalde, 
probative, and substantial evidence," adds two new tyi)ea of review to the pre- 
Wunderiich test, namely "gross mistake" and "substantial evidence." It .seems 
to me that the "substantial evidence" type of review would be singularly inap- 
propriate if applied by the Court of Claims, normally a trial court, to an admin- 
istrative board of contract appeals, which does not hold what could be called 
a full dress administrative hearing subject to the scrutiny of an appellate court 
•which can determine whether there is substantial evidence on the whole record 
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to support the agency's determination. On the other hand, the "gross mistake 
test, wliile it widens the scope of judicial review, would give an aggrieved 
contractor full opportunity to prove actual mistake without the necessity of 
proving "conscious wrong doing and intention to cheat or be dishonest," to quote 
the language of the Wunderlich opinion. 

Section 2 of the McCarran bill which prohibits the use of nn all-disputes clause 
may seem somewhat academic at the moment since the Defense Department, 
the largest iirocureiiient agency, is cuniniitted alnio.st exclusively to the fact-dis- 
pute clause, but the worst that can be said is that it may accentuate the difficulty 
courts have in drawing the line between law and fact. 

H. K.  363-I 

Representative Celler's bill, H. R. 3034, is in my opinion much preferable to 
the McCarran bill. In effect, it would apply the Defense Depaitnieut amend- 
ment across the board. I have some question about the advisability of limiting 
its retroactivity for only 1 year in view of the fact that the Wunderlich deci- 
sion is now over "J years old. Hut the main dlHiciilty I see with Representa- 
tive Celler's bill is that while it apparently eliminates the GAO from the picture, 
the bill as drafted could l)e used liy the Goveruiueut to reverse its own con- 
tracting othcer for being "arbitrary or capricious" against the Government. In 
this respect, while not going as far as the McCarren bill, it would incTease the 
supervisory power of the GAO over contracting officers beyond the situation that 
existed prior to the Wunderlich case. 

H. R. 0948 AND THE COMPTBOLLEB GENEBAL'S BILL 

Representative Willis has introduced a bill, H. R. 6046, which is identical 
with the McCarran bill except that it eliminates the GAO from the picture. 
Again, however, I should l)e afraid that the bill as written could be interpreted 
by a court to permit the GAO to upset a favorable contracting officer's decision 
for being "grossly erroneous" and "not supported by probative, reliable, and 
siib.stantial evidence." Similarly, the hill which Comptroller General Warren 
proposes in his letter to Chairman Reed, dated December 30, 1953. while it 
purports to eliminate the GAO from the picture, might be interpreted as a two- 
way street. Certainly, it is apparent from the Comptroller General's letter 
that he desires greater supervisory power over Government contracting. I do 
not believe tliat in any contest the disclaimer paragraph he quotes from Senate 
Report 32, which accompanied S. 24, would prevail over the language of the bill. 
It seems to me that if the Government wishes to avoid irresponsible decisions 
by its contracting officers in the field, the solution is the appointment of better 
qualified and more resiwnsible officers. If necessary, the Government should 
provide that decisions on important matters be made only by a chief contracting 
officer. But once a decision is made favorable to a contractor, absent fraud. 
It seems highly unfair to permit the Government to go back on its word. Cer- 
tainly, it is not in keeping with ordinary, decent, principles of fair dealing. 

AUA   PROPOSAL 

As I read the proiwsal which the ABA's section on administrative law au- 
thorized its committee on the finality clau.se to sponsor as a substitute for S. 24, 
it avoids the two main difficulties I find with all the pending bills, namely 
the increased power of the GAO to reverse a contracting officer's favorable de- 
cision and inappropriate judicial review of a contracting officer's decision. It 
has the additional merit tbat it applies retroactively to contracts negotiated 
before the dispute clause amendment. 

I am not an expert in legislative drafting and I have not made an attempt 
to draft a particular bill to meet the legitimate interests of private contractors 
and the Government. I do believe, however, that a bill worked out along the 
lines of the ABA resolution and in accordance with the criteria of the Admin- 
istrative Procedure Act, which is becoming increasingly familiar to Judges, 
lawyers, and the public, would provide a fair solution for all interested parties- 

I shall be happy to answer any questions which the committee may havp 
concerning any aspect of this problem. 

Thank you for your kind attention. 
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(Ck)mmunication subsequently submitted by Mr. Schultz:) 

PuRCELi. & NELSON, 

Wanhini/ton, D. C, February 3, 195k. 
Hon. Long E. GUAIIAM, 

Chairman, Svbconimittt'e No. 1, Committee on. the Judiciary, 
United States Hoime of Rein-esentativet, Washington, D. C. 

DEAB CONQBESSMAN GBAHAM :   Since I appeared before your subeoinniittee on 
January 22, 1954, I have had a few ideas on the pending legislation which, 
with your i)ermission, I should like to put forth as a supplement to my oral 
testimony, and my prepared statement. 

At the conclusion of my remarks I suggested that your subcommittee was 
faced with four separate problems, namely: 

1. The proi)er scope of judicial review 
2. The problem of retroactivity, 
3. The status of tlie GAO, and 
4. Prohibition of the all-dispntes clause. 

As I see it, while problem No. 4 is a separate matter which was not raised 
by the Wunderlich case, there seems to be little or no objection to section 2 
of H. R. 1839, which would prohibit use of the nil-dispute chiuse. 

Actually, at the time it was handed down, the Wunderlich decision only raised 
problem No. 1, the proper scope of judicial review; problem No. 2, the problem 
of retroactivity. has since arisen because of the lapse of time since the Wunder- 
lich de<'isiou. Again, as to the latter, it seems to me that, if Congress wishes 
to undo the restrictive effe<-ts of Wunderlich, problem .\o. 2 presents no difficulty 
as far as drafting goe.s, and is adequately handled by all of the pending bills. 

The remaining problem, problem No. 3, which concerns the status of the 
GAO, was in only a limited sense created by the Wunderlich decision, for, as 
far as I have been able to di.seover, even under the pre-Wunderlich test, the 
GAO has never been able to support its i>ositiou in court that the Government's 
contracting otficer acted fraudulently or in such a grossly erroneoiis fashion as 
necessarily to imply bad faith. 

The impetus for .S. 24 was a desire for relief for private contractors from the 
restrictive effects of the Wunderlich decision. However, in granting such relief 
tlie draftsmen went considerably beyond the pre-Wunderlidi te.st and engrafted 

•"a reliable, probative and substantial evidence"' test. At the same time, the GAO 
entered the pl<-ture and had the bill redrafted so as to make this considerably 
wider scope of review available to the GAO in reviewing contracting officers' 
decisions favorable to the contractor. 

Although there is superficial logic behind the GAO's position that the right 
of appeal must be "coextensive." i. e., a two-way street, the logic must yield to 
the practical consideration that finality in Government decisions is of much 
greater importance to the private contractor than to the (iovcrnmeut for financial 
and other reasons, which I attempted to sptMl out in my testimony. It is one 
tiling to return the GAO to the theoretical position it occupiwi prior to Wunder- 
lich and quite another to set it up as a second t'ourt of Claims, an additional 
hurdle for private contractors to jump, and perhaps an administrative remedy 
they may be required to exliau.st before going to the Court of Claims; or to give 
the G.\0 power to upset a decision favorable to the contractor where it fails to 
find substantial evidence to supix)rt that decision, as I understand the Comp- 
troller General's compromise bill to do. 

If, as I suggested in my oral testimony, the bankable quality of Government} 
contracts will be Jeopardized by II. K. 1839 and the Comiitroller General's com- 
promise bill, the Defense Department and other procurement agencies may well 
have difficulty in letting contracts to responsible contractors who are unable to 
understake large projects without financial backing. It may also affect the 
ability of contractors to obtain surety bonds, and certaiidy the price thereof. 
I might add that it runs counter to the policy Ix'hind the Assignment of Claims 
Act of 104<) which was designed to make Government contracts more negotiable. 

The answer to the GAO's concern that contracting officers may squander the 
Government's money lies not in establishing the GAO as a superagency, but in 
Improving the machinery for final decision making at the procurement agency 
level by selecting better qualified and more resjMnisible officers. 

If your subcommittee desires to adapt one of the pending bills rather than 
draft a brand new one, one simple solution would be to eliminate the phrase 
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"substJiiitiul pvideiice" from the Comptroller General's compromise bill. With 
tliat deletion tlie coutroUiiiK language iii the bill would read "unless the same 
is fraudulent or capr-iclous or arbitrary or so grossly erroneous as necessarily 
to imply bad faith » * • " which would provide a liberalized pre-Wunderlich 
formula. Before Wunderlich the old test read "fraudulent or so grossly erroneous 
as necesariiy to implj' bad faith." Use of the piirase "arbitrary and capricious" 
would, I iKjlieve, considerably liberalize the pre-Wunderlich test, would foUow 
the phrasing of the IH'fense Department disputes clause amendment, and would 
be in keeping with the language of section 10 (e) (1) of the Administrative 
Procedure Act. Moreover, even were the projHised bill then interpreted as a 
two-way street, the power of the (JAO to reverse the Government's contracting 
officer would be only a little greater than it was prior to Wunderlich. In any 
event, in view of the fact that the GAO has never to my knowledge been success- 
ful in court In supporting its reversal of a favorable contra<Ming officer's decision, 
the addition of the phra.se "arbitrary and capricious" should not seriously change 
the picture. As a practical matter, the Government cari-ies a difficult burden 
in attempting to prove arbitrariness or cajjriciousness against the Government 
on the part of the Government's own agent under a contract dictated by the 
Government. 

An alternative solution would be to leave the phrase "substantial evidence" in 
the bill but add a sepiirate section making it clear tliat such review was not 
available to the GAO. 

Personally, I have some doubts about the use of the "substantial evidence" test 
at all in this area, where you liave neither a full-fledged administrative record 
for a court to examine, nor a court (the Court of Claims or the district court) 
designed to provide appellate review. In my opinion the "sulwtantlal evidence" 
test should not he grafted on to the AVunderlich test unless Congress provides 
appropriate legislation for setting up administrative appeals board within all 
the procurement agencies and appropriate legislation for conferring appellate 
Jurl.sdiction on the Court of Claims and the district courts, Insofar as they act 
concurrently. 

As I said iu my statement, I believe that the ABA bill with slight modifications 
would likewise meet the objectives your subcommittee is seeking, without in- 
creasing unduly the supervisory power of the GAO. Apparently, the ABA bill 
provides for direct review of a contracting officer's decision without exhaustion 
of the administrative remedy before the appropriate board of contract appeals. 
This unintentional oversight in drafting could be remedied by adding to the 
ABA proposal the following clause: 
", prf)vided that the I'ontrnctor has exhausted such administrative remedies as 
the contract may provide." 

A second modification which I suggest, in order to be absolutely fair to the 
GAO, would be to add a .section to the ABA bill to the eSev.t that: 
"nothing herein shall l>e interpreted as depriving the General Accounting Office of 
such power to reverse stich decisions as existed prior to the decision in U. 8. 
V. Wunderlich (342 V. S. i)8 (1951))." 

As a matter of fact, in any bill which is finally reported out by this committee, 
1 think it advisable to treat the upset power of the GAO separately from the 
right of a private contractor to obtain judicial relief. 

Finally, I should like to repeat that, iu my oi)luiou. Congressman Celler's bill, 
H. 11. ;-!ti:^4, provides a satisfactory solution for all problems hut retroactivity and 
prohibition of the all-di.sputes clause, both of which could readily be taken care of. 

I appreciate the courtesies you and tlie subcommittee have so kindly extended 
to lue. 

Sincerely yours, 
FRANKLIN M. SCHULTZ. 

(Wliereiipon, at 1 p. m., the committee was* recessed, to reconvene 
at 2: 30 p.m.) 

AITERNOON SESSION 

The CHAIKMAN. The committee will be in order. 
Mr. FoLEY. Mr. Miller. 



120   REVIEW OF FINALITT CXACSES IN GOVERNMENT CONTRACTS 

STATEMEFT OF BUETOH F. yn.T.F.K, REPEESEUTDJO THE COH- 
TEACTOES' DIVISION OF THE AMEEICAK EOAD BUILDEES' 
ASSOCIATION 

Mr. MuxEB. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name 
is Burton F. Miller, and I appear on behalf of the American Road 
Builders' -Vssociation, more particularly the contractors' division of 
the association, which is comprised of approximately 2,(X)0 firms en- 
gaged primarily in the construction of highways, airports, and other 
forms of public works. 

Mr. Chairman, our \'iewpoints as set forth in my prepared state- 
ment have, I believe, been very adequately covered by previous wit- 
nesses. It is certainly not my intent to burden the conmiittee with 
rei)etition. I, therefore, would like to ask permission, Mr. Chairman, 
to incorporate this statement as part of my remarks. 

The CHAIRMAN. Granted. 
(The statement referred to is as follows:) 

STATEMENT or AMESICAS KOAD BUIUJEBS' ASSOCIATION 

This statement is presented on behalf of the American Koad Builders' Associa- 
tion, a national or^.-inization representing a cross section of the highway industry 
and profession. A substantial segment of our membership (approximately 2,000) 
en;.'ages in the performance of Federal construction contracts. 

Th«» American Road Builders' Association wishes to go on record in support 
of legislation before yonr committee providing for judicial review of decisions 
of Government contracting officers in eases of disputes of questions of fact aris- 
ing nnder contracts with the United States. The urgency of congressional con- 
sideration of the subject presented by these bills was brought sharply into focus 
by the decision of the United States Snpreme Court in the case of £7. 8. v. Wun- 
derlich (72 Sup. Ct. 154). The disputes clause of the Standard Form of Govern- 
ment Contract (as interpreted in the Wunderlich liecision t is si> manifestly un- 
just that It threatens to disrupt the vast public worlts program of the United 
States, with resultant dislocntiuns not onl.v in the construction industry but the 
economy of the Nation. 

With due respect for tlie Court, it Is submitted that in the Wunderlich decision 
It showed a conii)lete unawareuess of the facts of industrial life. The Court 
states: "Respondents were not compelled or coerced Into making the contract. 
It was a voluntary undertaking on their part. As competent parties they have 
contracted for the settlement of disputes In an arbitral manner." Such a state- 
ment completely ignores traditional practices in contracting for Federal con- 
struction. When a contractor submits a bid to the United States, he must submit 
It on the form [ii-epjired by and submitted to the contnictiir by the United States. 
There is no room for bargaininK over the wording of the contract as there would 
be between private partie-s—either the contractor executes the form prepared by 
the United States or his bid Is not even considered. Of necessity, the contractor 
"voluntarily" submits bis bid but the alternative is not to bid at all, thereby 
eliminating himself entirely from Government business. In many cases this 
would l)e tantamount to a declaration of voluntary bankruptcy. 

The Federal construction program has a pronounced inHuence on the economic 
stability of the entire construction industry. Should the conditions of Govern- 
ment construction contracts be too severe to permit contractors to undertake the 
hazard, this vast reservoir of potential business will gradually dry up. The 
results are obvious. In turn, this would mean the liquidation of a substantial 
percentage of the resources of the construction Industry which are so vitally 
Important to the national economy. 

Furthermore, as was clearly demonstrated during World War II, In times of 
national emergency the facilities of the construction Industry go to war. Again, 
in answer to the Court's suggestion that contractors "voluntarily" enter into 
Government contracts, it may be noted that during the last war private con- 
struction was reduced to a negligible amount and the only work available 
to contractors was for the Government in prosecuting the war effort.   Under such 
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conditions It appears rather ridiculous to say that the contractor need not ac- 
cept the Government contract if he does not want to. The real answer to the 
problem is that the stipulations of Government contracts should be fair and 
reasonable and encourage participation of private enterprise rather than forbid 
f>r discourage the same. 

For years the construction industry has been diligently seeking administrative 
relief from the unfairness of the Government's so-called disputes clause. Such 
efforts have provide futile, as evidenced by the Wunderlich case and it is now 
apparent that relief can only be secured through legislation. Apparently recog- 
nizing the harshness of its decision, the Supreme Court went so far as to suggest 
that legislation might l)e desirable. 

As the situation now exists, there is no appeal from a decision of the de- 
partment head on questions of fact. As pointed out by the Court of Claims In 
the Wunderlich case where "courts have had Jurisdiction to review questions 
of law but not questions of fact, they have held that they could review questions 
as to the interpretations of contracts (U. S. v. E. J. Bim/s Construction Company, 
116 Fed. 2d 768, 770)." The entire dispute in the Wunderlich case was over 
the question of .lust what the specifications and drawings required of the con- 
tractor. But, the Supreme Court says that su<-h Is a matter to be determined 
by the contracting officer subject only to apjieal to the department head and that 
the decision of the department head is final absent of "fraud alleged and proved." 
Then, the Court says, "by fraud we mean conscious wrongdoing, and intention 
to cheat or Im dishonest." Even the most honest of men are not infallible, or 
free from arbitrary action. It must t)e assumed that Government officers are, 
with few exceptions, honest. But such honesty and loyalty to the Government, 
coupled with zealousness, often tend to blind them to facts. It is therefore 
evident that if Govei'nment contra<'tors are to be afforded reasonable protec- 
tion from the abuse of Government contracting officers they must be entitled 
to the right of judicial review in ca.ses where it has been clearly established that 
the determinations in question Indicate such gi-oss mistake as to imply bad faith 
even if It has its origin in overzeai, gross negligence, prejudice, misrepresenta- 
tions, however Innocent, or other causes that result in an arbitrary or capricious 
decision even though they may fall short of actual fraud, alleged and proved. 
The important thing to remember is that the Supreme Court did not say that 
the contracting officer was right or that the Court of Claims was wrong—In effect 
the Court said that right or wrong the decision of a contracting officer is final. 

In consideration of tlie foregoing, it is resi)ectfully recommended that cor- 
rective legislation be enacted at the earliest i>ossible date in the Interest of 
business generally as well as the Govenunent. The atmosphere created by the 
Wunderlich case must be clarified so that (iovernment contractors will have 
reasonalile assurance of fair treatment and that all can know with certainty 
the limitations of and rights and obligations under the so-called dispute clauses. 
Fnrtlierniore, In fairne.s.s and equity, such legislation should be made applicable 
to all cases that have not reached final judicial determination. 

Mr. MiLLF.K. To suimnarize our position, Mr. Cliairmaii, we strongly 
support remedial legislation to restore the status quo, if you please, 
of contractors with regard to the determitiation of disputes to that 
level prevailing prior to the "Wunderlich case. 

Secondly, w-e stroiigly favor retroactive provisions of any such 
legislation so that the legislation that may be enacted would cover 
all contracts not having previously reached a stage of final adjudica- 
tion. 

And, Mr. Chairman, in conclusion, I would like to make just two 
otlier points that have been raised repeatedly before your committee. 
First, that remedial legislation such as we suggest would result in, 
or precipitate a flood, if you please, of litigation. Based on approxi- 
mately 20 years' experience in the construction industry I do not 
believe that such allegations are well founded, for several reasons I 
might mention. 

Ifind, actually, that contractors on the whole, especially in the con- 
struction industry, are somewhat allergic to litigation. Fir.st, there 
is the cost of litigation.   But perhaps even more important to the 
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average contractor, who has time schedules to meet, who faces liq- 
uidated damages for failure to meet such schedules, is the fact that 
he finds it extremely expensive and time consuming to be involved in 
litigation where the contractor as well as his key personnel are fre- 
quently required to travel long distances to prosecute such claims. 

Furthermore, and I believe, Mr. Chairman, that this is rather 
fundamental, the average contractor engaged in the prosecution of 
public works for the Government entertains a natural reluctance 
to sue the Government. I cannot conceive of any flood of litigation 
resulting from the legislation before your committee. 

Mr. C'hairman, that concludes ]ny statement, and we are extremely 
grateful for the privilege of appearing before your committee. 

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Mr. Miller. 
Mr. MiiXEU. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. FoLET. Mr. McNamee. 
Mr. Chairman, Mr. McNamee was to submit this prepared state- 

ment on behalf of Mr. Francis T. Greene, executive vice president of 
the American Merchant Marine Institute. 

The CHAIRMAN. Let it be admitted. 
(The statement of Francis T. Greene, executive vice president of 

the American Merchant Marine Institute, Inc., is as follows:) 

STATEMENT OF FRANCIS T. GREKNB. KXEOTTIVK VICE PBF^sinENT AMEBICAI* 
MEHC'HANT MAKING INSTITUTE,  INC. 

My name is Francis T. Groenp. I nni the executive vice president ot the 
American Merchant Marine Institute, 11 Broadway, New Yorli 4, N. Y'., and 
1701 K Street NW., Wasliinfrton 6. D. {'.. wliicli represents the owners of 
Anierican-fliiir oceangoin;: shii^i totaling more than 9 million deadweijiht tons, 
u snlistantial majority of all of the American-flag merchant marine of all 
catefiories. 

The American Merchant Marine Institute fully supports tlie principle that 
there should he a fair and appropriate decree of reviewabilit.v of administrative 
decisions made under the so-called Government disputes clause in the ad- 
ministration of Government contracts. However, we opiKJse witli equal vigor 
S. 24 in so far as it establishes the General .\cci)untiug Office as n sort of in- 
termediate or "floating" court and vests it willi express statutory authority to 
set aside such a decision merely because Its administrative otticers in their 
opinion consider the deirision not to be supported by substantial evidence. On 
the other hand, we fully agree that a decision of a contracting officer or, upon 
appeal, of the head of the contracting agency, should be subject to judicial re- 
view and reversal by the c<r,irts if it is found to be arbitrary, capricious, so 
mistaken as necessarily to imjily bad faith, or not to be supported by substantial 
evidence. This judi(;ial function, however, should not be shared with or other- 
wise vestwl in tl>e General .\ccouutiiig Office or the Cimiiitroller General. Under 
S. 24. decisions under the standard form of the Government disputes clause 
appear to lie expressly subject to frustration simply because the General .Ac- 
counting Ofllce. as distinguished from a court of competent jurisdiction, may 
consider the decision to be, inter alia, "not suiHiorted by reliable, probative, and 
substantial evidence." The literal effect of S. 24 appears to 1)G that once the 
General Accounting Office may have found the decision to be not supported by 
substantial evidence, it may not thereafter be pleaded in court either by the 
contnicting party or the Government as limiting the scope of judicial review 
to that provided for by the disputes clause. 

On the other band, the American Merchant Marine Institute tinds no objection 
either to tlie substitute bill suggested by the Comptroller General of the United 
States in his letter to the chairman of this committee dated December 30. VXtS, 
and as to which Mr. Lyle Fisher testified .vesterday. That .substitute, which I 
understand to be the product of Joint industry-Government consultation, does 
not vest the General Accounting Office with authority to set aside administrative 
decisions of questions of fact arising under a Government contract. On the 
contrary, It provides that the decision of the head of the contracting aeonoy 
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"• * * shall bo final and conclusive unless the same," auion;; other things, "is 
not supported hy substantial evidence." This would clearly npiK'ar to leave 
the tindinj; of a lack of substantial evidence by which the finality of tlie disputes 
clause can be vitiated, witii the courts where it belonfrs. By the same token, 
the American Merchant Marine Institute finds no such olijection either to H. R. 
3634, H. K. Gi)40, or to the succinct bill sufrgosted on behalf of the American Bar 
Association which would subject sucli decisions on queslioiis of law or fact 
arising under Government contracts to judicial review as is now provided in 
section 10 of the Administrative Pro<'edure Act, a statute the standards of which 
have long been familiar to the courts ami the bar. I mu.st, however, respect- 
fully reiterate Ihe oltjectiou of the American Merchant Marine Institute to the 
dangerous and historically impraclical procedure of splitting; the Jurisdiction to 
set aside the finality of fact de<nsions under a di.sputes clau.-'e between the 
courts and the General Accouutiuf; Office. 

Mr. FoLEY. Mf. Pasley. 

STATEMENT OF ROBERT S. PASLEY, ASSISTANT GENERAL 
COUNSEL OF THE NAVY DEPARTMENT 

Mr. PAKLEY. Mr. Chairman, my name is llobert S. Pasley. I am 
Assistant General Counsel of the Nav}- Department. 

I am appearing this afternoon for the Department of Defense, to 
supplement the testimony given by Mr. Niederlehner yesterday after- 
noon. Mr. Niederlehner is the Deputy General Counsel, Dej^art- 
ment of Defense. I merely want to make a very brief statement of 
the position of the Department of Defense on the proposed legis- 
lation. 

As Mr. Niederlehner stated yesterday, our basic position is that we 
do not feel that legislation is necessary because, so far as the Depart- 
ment of Defense is concerned, we have changed the form of our dis- 
putes clause and we feel that that has eliminated most of the problem. 

However, if this committee should feel in its judgment that legis- 
lation is necessary or desirable, the Department of Defense feels tlxat 
legislation in the form proposed by the Comptroller General in his 
letter to the chairman of December 30, which would be a form of an 
amendment to S. 24, the revision of S. 24, would be workable and we 
would not object to it. 

We are impressed by the fact that, this morning, representatives of 
three of the very largest and most important trade associations, who 
themselves represent a very large and important segment of defense 
industry, contFactors with whom we deal, have stated that they 
would not object, or would support legislation in that form. And, 
since, after all, they are the people with whom we are placing these 
contracts, we feel it is quite important that there be a meeting of the 
minds, as it were, and that we all be, so far as possible, satisfied with 
the position taken by each other with respect to contract clauses. 

In other words, to sununarize it, while we do not feel that legislation 
is necessary, if the committee wishes to recommend legislation we 
would be satisfied if the committee saw fit to reconunend the bill of 
the Comi)troller General as proposed. 

Mr. H-iTJE. Inasmuch as the Department has already changed its 
regidations to conform with the purpose of the bill, I take it that you 
are not opposed to the bill in principle. 

Mr. PASLKY. That is correct, sir.   We do feel that it is not nece.ssary. 
Mr. H"»T)E. Inasmuch as the principle is there, I do not think it 

woidd be opposed. 
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Mr. PASLEY. We have to admit that the legishition goes further than 
the revision we have made to our contracts. 

Mr. HYDE. In what respect? 
Mr. PASLEY. For example, our present contract chiuse does not use 

tlie words "substantial evidence," and it implies only pi'ospectively. 
In other words, we have not gone back and put our new dispute.s clause 
into any old contracts. I believe the amendment to our regulation 
went into effect last year, September 1952, I think it was, and from 
that day on all new contracts entered into by the Department contained 
the clause. 

Mr. HYDE. Unless we have this additional provision that is in the 
bill that is not in your regidation, do you not think there is some 
change indicated? 

Mr. PASLEY. There is no question, on the old contracts that do not 
have this new clause. 

Mr. HYDE. I mean even your revised article. 
Mr. PASI,EY. Sir, our revised article, we feel, does take care of 

most of the features of the Wunderlich case that contractore found 
objectionable. We provide in there that decision will not be final 
if it is found by a court of competent jurisdiction that it is arbitrary 
or capricious. We do not say anything about "substantial evidence." 
How much difference that makes, in fact, I do not know, but I think 
the main thing is that the revision operates prospectively and not 
retroactively. 

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. 
Mr. FOLEY. That completes the list of witnesses, Mr. Chairman. 
The CiiAiR-MAN. If there are any other persons that have anj' state- 

ments they wish to file with the committee, you have that opportunity. 
Mr. EAS'n;Rwo(>i). If it plea.ses the committee, I would like to file a 

lettei- from Mr. H. AV. Morrison, president of the Morrison-Knudsen 
Co., as being in favor of the jjroposed rewording of Senate bill 24 as 
appeai-s in the General Accounting Office version. 

My Tiame is O. P. Easterwood, Jr. 
(Tlie letter referred to is as follows:) 

MOKBISON-KNUDBEN CO., INC., 
January 19, J954. 

From: H. W. Morrison. 
Location: Boise oflBee. 
To: Mr. O. P. Easterwood. .Tr. 
Location: Washington, D. C. 
Subject: Wunderlich legislation. 

I have had our attorney, Mr. Smith, compare the language presently appearing 
in Senate bill 24 with the proposed rewording as appears in the General Ac- 
counting OflSee version. He states that we should have no objection to the 
revision of the wording, and, therefore, the amended version is quite accept- 
able to us. 

We are hopeful that the AGO will do those things necessary to clarify the 
situation as to the differing versions proposed. 

Please continue to follow on this matter. 
Yours very truly, 

H. W. M. 
Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I have over a dozen statements and 

letters that I have been asked to have inserted in the record and I 
reque~st permission to insert them. 

The CHAIRMAN. SO ordered. 
(The documents referred to follow:) 
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STATEMKKT OP HON. JAMES G. FULTON, A REPRKSENIATIVE IN CONGRESS FBOM THE 
STATE OF PENNSYLVANIA 

This stuteineut is in supiwrt of H. R. 1830. Of uecessity its history goes 
baolv to November 2{i, IStol, when the United States Supreme C/Ourt handed 
down its decision in the matter of Liiitcit i:Hutv>i v. ^yull(li•rlicli (342 U. S. S)8). 
Wunderlicli liad soujrht to recover uiKjn a Government contract which contained 
an article tliat all disi)Utes involving questions of fact sliall be decided by 
contiactiuK officer with right of apiieal to head of dei)artmenl whose decision 
shall he linal an<l conclusive. The Court held that where there was no allega- 
tion of fraud and there was no tindiug of fraud, the finding by the (Jourt of 
Claini.s that de<-ision of the Secretary of Interior was arbitrary, capricious, and 
gros.sl.v erroneous was insufficient to overthrow the linality of the deC'i.siou of 
tlie department head. 

Under this ruling the right of appeal from the decision of contracting officers 
and deiiartment heads has been so drastically limited that there can be judicial 
review revolving a question of fact only in the event that fraud can be alleged 
and proved. 

This strict limitatl<m has deprived contractors of the fundamental right of 
judicial review of disputes arising under (Jovernment contracts and has made 
administrative agencies which are juirties to the contract the linal judges of 
their impartial administration. Contractors are thus at the mercy of Govern- 
ment agencies. This was recognized by the three dissenting justices of the 
Supreme Court.    Justice Jackson in his dissenting opinion wrote: 

••(iranted that these contracts are legal, it should not follow that one who 
takes a public contract puts himself wholly in the power of contracting officers 
and department heads * » » i still believe one should be allowed to have a 
Judicial hearing before his business can be destroyed by administrative action." 

Justice Douglas wilh whom Justice Ree<l concurred wrote: 
"We should allow the Court of Claims, the agency close to these disputes to 

reverse an official whose conduct is plainly out of botnids whether he is fraudu- 
lent, jx-rver.se, captions, incompetent, or just palpalily wrong. The rule we 
annoinice makes government oppressive." 

The majority of the Court realized what was being done fin- Justice Mlntou 
wrote: 

"The limitation upon this arbitral process is fraud, placed there by this Court. 
If the standard that we adhere to is too limited, that is a matter for Congress." 

Those who have testified before this committee have amply demonstrated that 
the standard adhered to by the majority of the Court is "too limited." By 
Joining with the United States Sentate which has passed S. 24. an identical 
companion bill to H. U. 1839, the House of Representatives can correct the 
inequity now existing for those who deal with the Government by contract. 

MID-WEST WAX  PAPEK  CO., 
Fort Madison, Jwra, Junuury 19, J9oi. 

Hon. CHAUNCEY W. REEU, 
Chairman,  Committee on  the Judiciary, 

House of ReiirencntiitivCH. Wnxhiiigton, D. C. 
DEAR SIR : Replying to your letter of January 13. we regret that we will not 

be able to appear and testify on Thursday January 21, 10.">4, at 10 a. m. in room 
34C, Old House Office Building in regard to hearings on H. R. 1839, H. R. MSi, 
H. K. (ilMti and S. 24, relating to Judicial review of Government contracts. 

We would, however, like to submit the following statement for insertion in 
the record: 

"Recent Supreme Court decisions have emphasized the fact that the decision 
of the contracting officer of the Government is final, and jirecludes contract 
review of the contract in question and its performances. Such a holding is 
decidedly unfair to Government contractors, and they should have the right 
to have the courts review matters ari.sing out of tlie contract, in the same man- 
ner as contracts between i)rivate citizens. 

This is csiiecially desiralile inasmuch as the Supreme Court has previously 
held, many times, that in such types of contracts the Government is governed 
by the same laws of contract as a private citizen." 

44412—54 8 
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We feel that, as frequent Governinent contractors, small business has no 
recourse when differences arise and that any business accepting a Government 
contract should have the same protection that he does have from laws gov- 
eming private companies. 

Very truly yours, 
MoRTOir W. DERKBEIM. President. 

CONOBESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE or REPRESENTATIVES, 

Washin{)ton, D. C, January 19, 195k. 
Hon. CHAUNCEY W. REED, 

Repregentative of lUinolt, 
Bouse Offlce Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR COLLEAGUE: I have received numerous letters In favor of passage of 
H. R. 1839. 

As I understand, the .Judiciary Committee will be holding a hearing on this 
bill, and like bills, on Thursday, January 21. I am enclosing a letter which I 
would like you and your committee to consider while you are studying this 
particular legislation. I felt that you might like to know just what the reaction 
of people in my district of South Dakota is. 

Thank you kindly. 
Cordially, 

HAROLD O. LOVRE, 
Member of Congress. 

ASSOCIATED CONTRACTORS OF SOOTH DAKOTA, 
Huron, 8. D., January 7, 1954. 

Hon. HAROLD LOVRB, 
United States representative. 

House of Representatives, Washington, D. O. 
DEAR CONQRESSMAW LOVRE : Our association would appreciate your support of 

H. R. 1839 by Representative Chauncey W. Reed, of Illinois. This is an identical 
bill to S. 24, by Pat McCarran, of Nevada, which has been passed in the Senate. 

This legislation is necessary to define the right of Judicial review in contract 
disputes on federal construction work projects because of the decision made In 
the courts on the Wunderlich case about which we have written to you before. 

Prior to the Supreme Court decision in the Wunderlich case, the contractors 
did have the right to go to the Court of Claims with their disputes. This decision 
has had three principal harmful effects. 

1. The decision has deprived contractors of the fundamental right of judicial 
review of disputes arising under governmental contracts and has thus created 
an Inequity In our laws currently governing contractual relationships. 

2. The decision has made the administrative agencies of Government which 
are parties to the contracts also the final judges of their impartial administration, 
giving the agencies both administration and judicial functions. 

3. The decision has left contractors at the mercy of Government agencies. 
This has added another hazard to the business of contracting for the Govern- 
ment. For each hazard the prudent general contractor must add a contingency 
to his bid.   This increases the cost of construction. 

We believe that this legislation is in the public Interest in that it will correct 
an inequity and restore justice to the parties to a Government contract, and that 
It will encourage more economical construction by removing one of the hazards 
of contracting with the Government. 

Members of our association would appreciate your consideration of this request 
for your support of this legislation. 

Thanking yon and with best personal regards, we are 
Tours very truly. 

ASSOCIATED CONTRACTORS OF SOUTH DAKOTA, 
By H. M. PIERCE, Secretary. 

_ J 
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Hon. CHAUNCEY W. REED, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 

Bouse of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 
DEAB MB. CHAIKMAN ; It has come to the attention of the responsible mnnage- 

nient of the Falrchild Engine & Airplane Corp. that, on January 21, 1954, your 
committee will consider H. K. 1839, the companion bill to S. 24 whk'h was passed 
by the Senate on June 8,1953. It Is also understood that you will con.sider the sub- 
stitute draft bill set out In the letter, dated December 30, 1953, from the Comp- 
troller General of the United States, to you. 

It is the purpose herein to urge that your committee report favorably the afore- 
said draft with certain brief but significant modifications. The modifications 
are intended to eliminate certain confusion which has heretofore prevailed In 
performance, both by Government representatives and by Government contrac- 
tors, under the standard disputes article as it currently appears in Government 
contracts. As now written, that article technically prohibits Government con- 
tractors from presenting for determination pursuant to the written terms of the 
contract, the full dispute at issue if that dispute involves both questions of law 
and questions of fact. Such presentation Is now limited to questions of fact. It 
is, more often than not, impracticable if not impossible to do justice by separat- 
ing the two interlocking and interdependent categories of issues. Also, it is 
difficult and impracticable for lay (nonlegal) persons to differentiate between 
questions of law and questions of fact. 

At present when a dispute arises under a Government contract, tlie contractor 
must determine whether or not the issue Is one of law or of fact, or both. The 
contracting officer must also make this decision. If the contracting officer denies 
the claim, in effect, by refusing to take jurisdiction because he determines the 
issue to be one of law (1. e., unliquidated damages for breach of contract), there 
is no other recourse open by way of appeal to the Department head, hence appeal 
to the court of competent jurisdiction Is the remaining avenue, such right having 
then accrued because, in such event, the question does not have to he submitted 
to the Department head for determination {Plato v. United States, 86 Ct. 01. 665, 
678; Phoenix Bridge Co. v. United States, 85 Ct. Cl. 603, 626). Because there 
is no contractual authority permitting the same, if the contractor decides to have 
the Department head resolve the jurisdictional Issue, and it is resolved adversely, 
the 6-year statute of limitation (28 U. S. C. 2401, 2501) within wliich appropriate 
court redress must be sought is not tolled, hut continues to run during the wait- 
ing period. (See Ametican Standard Shipflttinff Corjioration v. United States, 
70 Ct. Cl. 679 and Hendricks v. United States, 81 Ct. CL 609.) And that period 
is occasionally substantial because the jurisdictional question is frequently not 
decided until other related factual Issues have been decided. And yet. If a 
contractor uses his Judgment In deckling that an Issue, or portion thereof, is 
a law question, files a claim in the court of competent jurisdiction and the court, 
ruling the issue is one of fact, denies the claim because of the technical failure 
to exliaust the administrative remedy (see United States v. BUiir, 321 U. S. 730, 
730, and United States v. Holpuch Co.. 328 U. S. 234, 240), the contractor tech- 
nically has no further right luider the contract to have the fact question deter- 
mined by the department head, because his presentation for appeal Is untimely 
pursuant to the limitations prescribed in the disputes article. Under such cir- 
cumstances he shall have lost his right to have the dispute determined, because 
of his inability to determine In advance the ruling of the court. 

Therefore, the disputes articles as now written in Government contracts places 
the burden by contract provision upon the parties to the contract to determine 
tlie difference between the Interdependent and interlocking elements of a dispute 
which are law questions and not subject to appeal to the department head and 
those elements which are fact questions and are properly subjects of such appeal. 
There is probably no single point of disagreement so pronounced within legal and 
judicial circles as that whlcli requires definition of the difference between law 
questions and fact questions. Usually, where one exists, tliere is the other, 
related collaterally, subordlnately or predominantly. Mr. Wigniore in his 
text on Evidence (1940), volume 1 pages 1-3, establishes that this difference is 
hard to define. Slost certainly then, determination of this legal question should 
not, by contractual agreement, be required to be resolved by the parties to a 
contract before permitting the orderly process of law to make" the determination 
thereof upon each instance of its coming Into Issue. Accordingly, Government 
contracts should not prohibit contractors from presenting for determination to 
contracting officers the full dispute including questions of law (i. e., interpreta- 
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tioii of confrart oonditions) which are frequently related to questions of fact. 
In denying a claim a rontnicting offlrer usually does in fact consider and de- 
termine question of law and this he nnist do in order to jiive any answer or 
decision to contractors. Tlie same obtains, as it should, with resviect to the 
apiieal to the head of a department or his authorized representative or board. 
However, any such determination insofar as they relate to questions of law 
must, in orderly process of the law, be subject to review liy the proper higher 
authority. The (Jeiierai .Vccounfing Office's scrutiny would protect the Oovern- 
nienl by rea.son of r(imi>troller (leneral's right to approve or di.sapprove pay- 
ments based on erroneous administrative determinations of law questions and 
tlie Court of Claims or other appropriate court would protect the contractor in 
such event. Then too. the le;,'all.v trained reiiresentalives of tlie department 
heads, or other legal arlvisers, would presumably recommend as to the propriety 
or impropriety of making certain determinations as to wlilch the weight of judi- 
cial precedent has established a rule. 

No contract provision limiting departmental determinations to questions of 
fact is necessary to permit this orderly process to go forward. On the contrary, 
elimination of such limitation would contribute to the smootlier mieration of this 
pnjcess by doing away with the confusion, to say nothing <>( the additional ex- 
I)eiise to both parties, wliich often surrounds Interpretation of the disputes artids 
as it Is now written. It would permit a contractor to have tlie right to submit 
for delerniinatioii the full dispute and to receive an answer tliereto In whole or in 
part. The contracting officer may refuse jurisdiction, wholly or partially, but 
such refusal would be subject to ajiiieiii to the department liead if desired by 
the contractor. The dejiartnient head might in turn refuse to take such jurisdic- 
tion but, at least, the final autliorlty would have given an answer and. at that 
point, the contractor would have a final determination from the highest intra- 
departmental authority covering the entire dispute. At that point also the con- 
tractor would acquire the right to appeal to the appropriate court on questions of 
law. Of course, if the contractor eleited at an earlier stage to waive his right 
of api>eal to the dejjartnient head on liiw questions and to make tlie tentative de- 
cision on his own initiative that the di.spute lnvolv<>d a purely legal question, he 
could go directly to the courts for resolution of the Issue. However, if he erred 
in Ills tentative decision, as stated above, he thereiiy lo.ses his right to final de- 
partmental aiipeai. 

There are certain types of disputes as to the classification of which the courts 
and administrative officials are in general aj;reement. It is generally conceded 
by such authorities that the following are properly classified as predominantly 
or purely law questions: 

II) Pamages for breach of contract: (MiUir v. I'nifcil Statcx (lU Ct. 01. 
2.52. 330) ; Comptroller Goneral's Decision No. R-ftr.334: Platn v. Vnitrd f!tair», 
(») Ct. Cl. 60,5) ; Lamjcvin v. Vniteii Slnlrs (100 Ct. Cl. 1.5) ; Silbcrhlatt and 
Laxker Inc. v. Unitrd ftlatrx (101 Ct. Cl. 80. 81) ; Ailhiir F. Manhcr Co. Inc., 
Na\-y Board of Contract Appeals No. 140: Charlm H. TliomitkitiK Co.. Armed Serv- 
ices Board of Contract Appeals No. 306 anil .570; I{u»t Knghwerini) Company 
(N. B. C. A. 127)). 

(2) Reformathm: (Mafioha Construction Companu v. ( iiUrd Slateit (ftft Ct. Cl. 
662, 690)). 

(3) Rescission : (Cnrlton Products Co. N. B. C. A. No. 154.) 
However, there Is generally not so great agreement as to whether or not the 
following are predominantly or purely law or fact questions: 

(ii) Interpretation of contract conditions: The courts usually hold that they 
are predominantly law questions. However numerous administrative and quasi- 
administrative rulings are replete with interpretations of contract conditions as 
such is the very es.sence of most dispute.s—(Phacnix liiidfir Co. v. I'niird states 
<8,5 Ct. Cl. 603) ; \rider .Mfg. Co.. Armed Services Board of Contract .\ppeal8' 
Decision of October 2S, li).52; .1/. 1/. f^initlt Cotistrurfioii Co. A. .S. B. C. A. Xo. 
1414; S. S. Ganick Corporation, A. S. B. C. A. No. 1420; CnUnhan Construction 
Co.. in Ct. Cl. .-,:'.S). 

(h) Mixed law and fact questions: (.Mhinn ilnrinr Iron M'orks v. Vnitrd 
States (79 Ct. Cl. 714, 722, 72:i) ; Liions v. Viiital iilntrs CiO Ct. Cl. 3.52, 3<i5) ; 
Collins and Farwell v. Vnitrd States (34 Ct. Cl. 2JM, ,'532)). 

(c) Questions Involving cost: (Comptroller General's Decision No. B-113, 2.52; 
Schwartz v. United Stairs (106 Ct. Cl. 225, 2:^7)). 

(d) Equitable adjustment questions: {Vnitcd States v. Callahan Walker Con- 
atruction Companji (317 U. S. .50) ; ,/. A. Itoss d Co., War Department Board of 
Contract Appeals No. 788; Silherhlatt rf Lnskcr, Inc. (101 Ct. Cl. 54)). 
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From the forcKoiiig it can bo swn. flist. that there are Sduie standard legal 
measures which •Government rejjresentatives can use in order to determine their 
jurisdictional prolileni involving wliether or not a question is one of law or of 
fact and which will permit contractors to determine at an early stajre whetlier or 
not they wisli to talie advantage of their rijjht of interdepartmental appeal pro- 
cedures, and second, that, when the (ioverunient officials have erred or liave taken 
improjfer jurisdiction, the appropriate courts and the (.eneral Accounting; Office 
are wont to step In and zealously protect the Interests of both the contracting 
parties by utilizinj; normal, orderly, legal process. Hence, the de.sirability of 
permitting the contractor to present for determination to the contracting officer 
and the Department lieail tli'- full dispute in all of its asjiects without express 
contract lindtation to "(luestions of fact" only, can lie .seen. 

The limitation sliould properly run to require finality only as to .such fact 
questions. I'ermittlng all the elements of a dispute to be pre.senled for determi- 
nation would give the contractor the right to his full statutory limitation period, 
after final departmental delermiimtion of the entire di.spute, within which to 
apiteal to the courts, if he cho.se to use the contract provision.s providing for 
appeal to the department heads on the question of jurisdiction (see the Plato 
and Phoenix Bridge cases cited supra). Such procedure would also, as stated, 
eliminate the confusion and expense involved in re(iuiring by contract that the 
contractor is not even itermitted to present to tlie Department for tlie Depart- 
ment's final determination, the full dispute because it contains both fact and law 
questions, often inseparable. 

The desire of the Department of Defense to eliminate the confusion caused 
by this limitation expressed in contract conditions is evidenced by its directive 
Issued on July 19. l!t">0 (If. F. It. 4820). effective May 1. 1!)4!), as modified .Tune 
.SO, VM'.y, being appendix A to the Armed Services Procurement Regulations. 
This directive or memorandum, recited among other things, that the Armed 
Services Hoard of Contract -Vppeals was designated to hear, consider and 
determine as fully and finally as might each of the Secretaries (Army. Navy 
and Air) disputed ipiestions appealed from decisions of Contracting Officers or 
other authorities pursuant to provisions of armed .services contracts. The deter- 
mination of questions involving unli(iui<lated damages is prohibited by this 
directive unless tlie contract calls for such determination. This directive reads 
turther, in part, as follows: 

"When an appeal is taken pursuant to a disputes clause in a contract which 
limits api)eals to disputes concerning questions of fact, the Board may never- 
theless In its discretion hear, consider, and tleeide all questions of law neces- 
sary for the complete adjudication of the issue * • * 

"It shall be the bounden duty and obligation of the members of the Armed 
Services Board of Contract Appeal.s to decide appeals to the best of their knowl- 
edge and ability in accordan<-e with applicable contract provisions, and In 
accordance with the law pertinent thereto. * * •" 

Therefore, it can be seen that the authority behind this implementing directive 
certainly intended to permit the .\rnied Services Board of Contract Appeals on 
behalf of the cognizant Secretaries, to consider both law and fact questions 
wlien it became necessary, in the Board's discretion by its application of the 
laws and measures (aforementioned), to appropriately resolve to its best ability 
the full dispute presented for its consideration. Such procedures is violative 
of no right of either contnicting party to take advantage of nornml. provided 
procedure in presenting their appeals concerning law questions to the Courts 
or the General Accounting Office for proper juri.«dictional disposition. Nor does 
-such procedure invade or puri)ort to invade the jurisdiction of said appelate" 
authority. 

Accordingly, it is rcspe<'tfully requested, first, that H. R. 1830, now resting 
with the House Committee on the .Tudiciary for its consideration, be reported 
favorably in substantially the .same form as that of the aforesaid substitute draft 
and, se<'oiid. that, prior to such action, the said draft be modified and approved 
so as to read as follows: 
"AN ACT To permit review of declRlons of tbe beads of departments, or their representatlvea 

or boards, involving questions arising under Government contracts 

"Be it enar.tcil hji the fSrnatc and TlnuKc of Rrpresevtntirt'ii of the Vnitrd 
Stoteii of Amrrirn in Von<jrrHX aKxenMrd. That no provision of any contract 
entered into by the United States, relating to the finality or conclusiveness of 
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any decision of the head of any department or agency or his duly authorized 
representative or board In a dispute Involving a question arising under such 
contract, shall be pleaded as limiting judicial review of any such decision to 
cases where fraud by such official or his said representative or board is alleged: 
Provided, however, that any such decision shall be final and conclusive unless 
the same is fraudulent or capricious or arbitrary or so grossly erroneous as 
necessarily to Imply bad faith, or Is not supported by substantial evidence, or 
is made pursuant to a provision prohibited by section 2 hereof. 

"SEC. 2. No Government contract shall contain a provision making final on 
a question of law the decision of any administrative official, representative or 
board, or contractually limiting any said decision to determinations of questions 
of fact." 

Tour early and adequate consideration of the foregoing recommendations will 
be greatly appreciated. 

llespectfuUy, 
THOlf AB F. DAWSON, 

Counnel Fatrchild Ouided MitisHeg Divition and Strato» Division, Fair- 
child Enyine and Airplane Corporation. 

Mr. FoLEY. And with the permission of the chairman, I also place 
in the record a report from the Secretary of Defense on bill H. R. 
1839, an additional report to S. 24, the report of the Comptroller 
General on the bill H. R. 1839, report from the Comptroller General 
on the bill S. 24, and a report from the Department of Justice on the 
bill H. R. 1839 and S. 24, also reports from the Department of Defense 
and Comptroller General on H. R. 3634. 

The CHAIRMAN-. SO ordered. 
(The documents referred to are as follows:) 

OFTICF; OF THE SPXRETABY OF DEFENSE, 
Washington 25, D. C, February SI. 195S. 

Hon. CHAUWCET W. REED, 
Chairman of the Committee on the Judiciary, 

Hou»e of liepresentatives. 
Dear Mr. CHAIBMAN : This will reply to your recent request for the views of 

the Department of Defense with respect to H. R. 18.39. a bill to permit revlcwp 
of decisions of Government contracting officers involving questions of fact 
arising under Government contracts in cases other than those in which fraud Is 
alleged, and for purposes. It is noted that H. R. 18.'{9 is identicul to S. 24. as it 
was reported to the Senate by the Judiciary Committee on February 4, 19.">3. 

This legislation would apply to contracts in which the United States Is a party 
and, in litigation thereon, would prevent the pleading of any provision in such 
contracts relating to the finality or conclusiveness of admini.strative findings 
when such provisions limit judicial review to cases in which fraud is alleged. 
The bill further provides that any such contract provl.sion shall be void in cases 
In which the General Accounting Office, or a court with jurisdiction, finds the 
administrative determination fraudulent, grossly erroneous, so mistaken as to- 
necess;irily imply bad faith or not supported by reliable, prob.ntive, and sub- 
stantial evidence. Section 2 of the bill would prohibit the United States from 
Including In any of its contracts provisions making administrative decisions 
on questions of law final. 

For at least a century in this country commercial experience, with respect to 
contracts. Including those to which the United States is a party, has dictated 
that every reasonable and workable effort be made to assure the finality of 
performance of contractual obligations without re.sort to litigation. Xorm.nlly. 
in private contracts the practice has been to adopt special arbitration provisions 
providing for the designation of third parties to settle disputes ns to performance 
and to iirovlde for the conclusiveness of facts determined pursuant to such 
arbitration procedures. Such procedures are deslsned primarily to. and have the 
effect of, reducing litigation and assuring proper and expeditious performance 
of contractual obligations. Courts have consistentl.v recognized these functions, 
given legal effect to such determinations, and required literal compliance with 
the terms of the contracts providing for such arbitration. 

The same considerations which dictate a need for finality and expeditious 
settlement of di.sputes between private parties have naturally applied to disputes 
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under contracts to which the United States Is a party. It has not, however, been 
legally possible for the Government to agree to submit disputed cases to third 
parties. Therefore, by custom of many years standing, this has been taken 
care of by Incluiiinc In public contracts so-called disputes clauses making provi- 
sion for initial determination by a designated ofiBcer of the executive department 
concerned and for appeal to the secretary of that department, or his designee, 
whose determinations are made final. In decisions over a long period of time 
the courts have sustained this procedure and given to disputes clauses In Gov- 
ernment contracts the extent of finality prescribed by their terms, permitting 
collateral attack through court action in cases in which fraud or gross mistake 
Implying bad faith has been iuyolvert or the administrative decision was arbi- 
trary or capricious. (See U. 8. v. Moorman, 338 U. S. 457.) In a recent case, 
however, V. S. v. Wunderlich (342 U. S. i)8), the Supreme Court appeared to 
further narrow the scope of Judicial review in disputes clanse cases to those In 
which fraud is affirmatively alleged and proved. 

The Wunderlich case involved the finality of a disputes clause generally known 
as section 15 of the standard Government construction contract which provided 
In pertinent part that "all disputes concerning questions of fact arising under 
this contract shall be decided by the contracting ofticor subject to written appeal 
by the contractor within 30 days to the head of the department concerned • • * 
whose decision shall be final and conclusive upon the parties thereto." The 
Supreme Court, on the ground that fraud was not alleged and proved in the case, 
gave literal effect to this contractual provision by refusing to sustain a Court of 
Claims decision which set aside such findings. 

In many respects the result reached by the Supreme Court was unsatisfactory 
to both the Government and to contractors with the United States and it was 
generally agreed that a greater scope of appeal should be granted through re- 
vision of the disputes clauses in both construction and procurement contracts. 
It was felt by most persons well informed in the field that there should be per- 
mitted, as there was liefore the Wunderlich case, appeals in cases involving 
actions which were either arbitrary, or capricious, or so grossly erroneous as to 
necessarily imply bad faith. With this in mind, there was promulgated, under 
date of September 15, 1952, by amendment to the Armed Services Procurement 
Regulations a revised disputes clau.se for inclusion in all Department of Defense 
procurement and construction contracts which provided in part as follows: 

"• • • any dispute concerning a question of fact arising under this contract 
which Is not disposed of by agreement shall be decided by the contracting officer, 
who shall • • • furnish a copy thereof to the contractor. Within 30 days • • * 
the contractor may appeal • • * to the Secretary, and the decision of the Secre- 
tary • • • shall, unless determined by a court of competent Jurisdiction to have 
been fraudulent, arbitrary, capricious, or so grossly erroneous as necessarily 
to imply bad faith, be final and conclusive." 

The Wunderlich case was decided by the Supreme Court on November 20, 1951. 
The same considerations which prompted the Department of Defense to reexam- 
ine the dispute clause were brought to the attention of the Congress and 
legislation was introduced similar to H. R. 1839 in the form of S. 2487, 82d Con- 
gress. Hearings were held and the Department of Defense took the position 
that the result sought to be reached could be easily accomplished by amendment 
to the disputes clause In the contracts and that legislation was not necessary. 
S. 2487 was not enacted. Subsequently by general provision (sec. 635) of the 
Department of Defense Appropriation Act, 1933, the Congress enacted the 
following: 

"No funds contained in this act shall be used for the purpose of entering Into 
contracts containing article 15 of the standard Government contract until and 
unless said article Is revised and amended to provide an appeal by the contractor 
to the Court of Claims within 90 days of the date of decision by the Department 
concerned, authority for which appeal is hereby granted." 
Thus, Congress denied the Department of Defen.se funds for entering into con- 
struction contracts containing a provision such as the one around which the liti- 
gation In the Wunderlich case revolved until such time as the provision was 
amended. It should be noted that article 15 appears only in the standard Gov- 
ernment construction contract; thus, section 635 does not limit the availability of 
funds for other contracts. (See opinion of the Comptroller General B112 635, 
November 7,19.'>2.) By enactment of section (535 the Congress clearly recognized, 
by requiring amendment of article 15 to provide for appeals, that the matter was 
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one which t-ould and should be handled tlirouKli u revision of the contracts rather 
than through a geui^ral legislative eiia<rment nullifying tlie effect of voluntarily 
assumed contractual obligations. 

The September 15. 1952, amendment to the Armed Services Procurement Regu-' 
latlon. quoted al)ove, was broader in its effect than section (i35 of the Department 
of Defense Appropriation Act: it applies to all Department of Defense procure- 
ment and construction contracts and has for its legal basis the construction put 
on dispute clauses by the courts prior to the Wunderlich decision—a basis clearly 
recognized by the Coiigi-ess in the enactment of C35. 

Under procedures effective within the Department of Defense the Secretaries 
of the Army, Navy, and Air Force have, by joint action, created the Armed 
fciervices Hoard of Contract Appeals which acts for all 3 military services and 
provides objective panels to which the 3 mili'ary secretaries delegate the exercise 
of tlieir power to review decisions under dis| utes clauses. The Hoard is governed 
by a charter and rules which have been published in the Federal Register and 
furnislies an efficient, fair, and expeditious method of administrative review of 
disputes to the sati.«faction of both industry and the Government. It provides 
the degree of finality that is so es.sential in contractual matters. A]>proximately 
50 iMTcent of its decisions have been in favor of the contractors. Other executive 
departments have ado])ted (•omparal)le procedures, taking into account the size 
of the agency and the tyi>e and volmne of their contracting work. 

It is clear from the I'oregoing that legislation such as H. R. l.S.'{9 is not neces- 
sary to provide fair and exi)e<litlous .settlement of factual disputes arising under 
Government contracts. As an a.gency of the (iovernmeiit the Department of 
Defense keeps these matters under constant .surveillance and. under the state 
of the law as it now exists, tioverumyiit agencies can, as circumstances dictate, 
adapt tlieir disiHites clauses to the varying and .shifting needs of the Government 
and of the contractors with the (Jovernmeut. 

The bill. H. R. 18:}0. adds an additional factor which would complicate the 
efforts of the Dejiartment of Defense and other executive agencies in obtaining 
the maximum degree of finality under its contracts. That is the provision which 
would apparently permit the tJeneral Accounting Office to render the disputes 
clause in any contract void, by making a finding to the effect that an adminis- 
trative decision was ••fraudulent, grossly erroneous, so mistaken as necessarily to 
imply bad faith, or not supported by reliable, probative, and substantial evidence." 
The (jrcneral Accounting Office has, of course, general authority to review tiscal 
transactions of Government agencies, including contractual obligations and dis- 
bursements thereunder. However, in cases in which the contract contains a 
disputes clause and that clause has been utilized to secure a final administrative 
determination of fact, no further review by other agencies is required. 

This bill would seem to authorize a new and additional review liy I be General 
Ac<-ounting Othce of actions taken under dispute clau.ses. Assuming that that 
office would adopt lilieral jxilicies and procedures in clcjuin;: the <ieclslons of 
the agencies under the clauses by a policy of endorsing tliose findings when they 
are supported by any reliable, probative, and substantial evidence, it nevertheless 
would aiipeur that the delays and expense incurred by channeling disputes of all 
executive agencies through any one agency would negate tbe value of such 
additional review. 

As discussed iibove. the Armed Services Hoard of Contract .Vjipeals !ias per- 
formed in a satisl'actory fashion for both tbe Governuicnt and for industry. 
It is our understanding that this has also been true of the work iif other agencies 
under similar ai)peals procedures. The Department of Defense believes that 
executive agencies can continue to so function under revise<l disputes clau-ses such 
us that set forth above. 

To superimpose General Accounting f)fflce review on existing disiiutes clause 
procedures would not only create a ccmijjletely new review, it would, as a practical 
matter, eliminate the usefulness of the disputes clauses themselves by destroying 
the concept of finality and dividing the responsibility for determining the merits 
of an.T given api«'nl. Undoubtedly, this would generate protracted and expensive 
disagreements among Government agencies, the General Accounting Office and 
contractors representatives. This woidd defeat the aims of both the Government 
and its contractors by making it impossible to accomplish the very pnri)oses of 
the disputes clan.se: i. e., the achievement of proper and expeditious pt^rformnnce 
of ccmtracts. 

The Department of Defense has no objection to the enactment of section 2 
of tliis legislation in that it merely codifies into statutory form existing and 
sound principles of law. 

In view of the foregoing, it is recommended that H. R. 1839 not be enacted. 
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In view of the great impact on Its operations that enactment of H. B. 1839 
would have, the Department of Defense would appreciate an opportunity to be 
beard In this matter. I will personally be available to testify at your convenience. 

In view of the urgency of your request, this report has not been submitted to 
the Bureau of the Budget for advice as to the relationship of H. R. 1839 to the 
program of the President. 

Sincerely yours, 
RooEB KENT, 
General Counsel. 

OTFICE or THE SECBETABT OF DEFENSE, 
Washington Z5, D. C, June 13, 19SS. 

Hon. CHATTNCET W. REED, 
Chairman of the Committee on the Judiciary, 

House of Representatives 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN : The Department of Defense has noted the passage by the 

Senate of S. 24, which deals with the matter of review of decisions of Government 
contracting officers on disputed questions of fact arising under Government 
contracts. 

You will recall that in response to requests from your committee, this Depart- 
ment commented uiMn H. R. 1839, which is Identical to S. 24 and H. R. 3634, 
by letters dated February 21, 1953, and April 28, 1953, respectively. In those 
letters, the Department of Defense stated, in substance, that It believed legis- 
lation in this area was unnecessary, but that If the Congress should conclude 
that legislation was desirable, the Department recommended that it substantially 
follow the provisions of the Armed Services Procurement Regulations dealing 
with disputes clauses, issued on September 15, 1952. It was noted that H. R. 
3634 would not appear to be objectionable, since that bill, in essence, restates 
the grounds for appeal from disputes clauses which prevailed prior to the 
Wunderlich decision and which apply under the Armed Services Procurement 
Regulations, In this connection there is also attached, for the convenience of 
your committee, draft language which It Is believed would be equally satisfactory. 

The Department of Defense has a substantial interest in any proposed legis- 
lation which may seriously aSect Its ability to assure proper and expeditious 
performance of contracts vital to the national security. As outlined In the 
above-mentioned letters to your committee, this Department is deeply concerned 
about the probable adverse impact upon contractual operations which would 
result from legislation such as S. 24. Unfortunately, this Department was not 
afforded an opportunity to present Its views as to S. 24 during the consideration 
of that bill by the Senate Judiciary Committee, and first became aware of com- 
mittee action when the bill appeared on the Senate calendar with a favorable 
committee report. 

In view of the Importance of this matter, it is respectfully requested that in 
the event the Committee on the Judiciary decides to act on S. 24, or on either 
of the above referred to bills, H. B. 1839 or H. R. 3634, the Department of 
Defense be afforded an opportunity to present its position with respect tliereto. 

Sincerely yours, 
J. G. ADAMS, Oeneral Counsel Acting. 

"Be it enacted, etc.. That any provision of any contract entered into by the 
United States to the effect that the decision of the bead of the department or 
agency of the United States concerned, or his representative, shall be final and 
conclusive with respect to disputes Involving questions of fact arising under the 
contract, shall be binding except as to such decisions hereafter made which may 
be determined by a court of competent Jurisdiction to have been arbitrary, so 
grossly erroneous as necessarily to imply bad faith, or not supported by substantial 
evidence." 

COMPTBOLLEB GENERAL OF THE  UNITED  STATES, 
Washington 25, D. 0., March 2, 195S. 

Hon. CHAUNCEY W. REED, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 

House of Representatives. 
MY DEAR MR, CHAIRMAN : Reference is made to your letter of February 6, 

1953, acknowledged by telephone February 10, requesting an expression of the 
views of this Ofi3ce on H. R. 1839. 83d (Congress, entitled, "A biU to permit 

44412—B4 10 
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reviews of decisions of Government contracting ofiScers Involving questions of 
fact arising under Government contracts In cases other than those in which fraud 
Is alleged, and for other purposes." 

The bill Is designed to overcome the inequitable effect, under a recent Supreme 
Court decision, of language in Government contracts which makes the decision 
of the contracting officer or head of the agency final with respect to questions 
of fact, and to prohibit the Insertion of language malcing the decision of an 
administrative official final on questions of law. It is Identical with S. 24, 83d 
Congress, which was favorably reported by the Senate Committee on the Judiciary 
In report No. 32 dated February 4, 1953, and with a bill of the 82d Congress, 
S. 2487, which passed the Senate unanimously but was approved by that body 
too late in the second session for further action In the House. 

It has been customary for Government agencies to insert in Government con- 
tracts a clause relating to disputes similar to article 15 contained in the standard 
form construction contract, which reads as follows: 

"Article 15. Disjmtes.—Except as otherwise specifically provided in this con- 
tract, all disputes concerning questions of fact arising under this contract shall 
be decided by the contracting officer subject to written appeal by the contractor 
within 30 days to the head of the department concerned or his duly authorized 
representative, whose decision shall be final and conclusive upon the parties 
thereto. In the meantime the contractor shall diligently proceed with the 
work as directed." 

In the past, questions of fact decided in accordance with the provisions of 
a clause such as the above were not disturbed by the General Accounting Office 
or the courts unless the action of the administrative officer was fraudulent, 
arbitrary, capricious, or so grossly erroneous as to imply bad faith. However, 
in the case of United States v. Wunderlich (342 U. S. 98), decided November 20, 
1951, the Supreme Court held that under such a contract provision the decision 
of the deciding official on a question of fact remains final "unless it was founded 
on fraud, alleged and proved." In this connection, the Court stated that "fraud 
is in essence the exception. By fraud we mean conscious wrongdoing, an inten- 
tion to cheat or be dishonest. The decision of the department bead, absent 
fraudulent conduct, must stand under the plain meaning of the contract. The 
Court went on to say that: 

"If the decision of the department head under article 15 is to be set aside 
for fraud, fraud should be alleged and proved, as it is never presumed. • • • 
The finding of the Court of Claims was that the decision of the department 
head was 'arbitrary,' 'capricious,' and 'grossly erroneous.' But these words are 
not the equivalent of fraud • • •. The limitation upon this arbitral process 
Is fraud, placed there by this Court." 

It is significant that the court went further to state, possibly as an invitation 
but certainly as indicating a remedy, that "If the standard of fraud that we 
adhere to is too limited, that is a matter for Congress." In two strong dio- 
senting opinions It was pointed out that the rule announced by the Court has 
wide application and could have a devastating effect as it grants unlimited 
power to contracting officials and makes It possible for them to be negligent, 
to disregard evidence and to shield their departments from the consequences 
of their own Irregularities or blunders at the expense of the contractor. Those 
opinions concern themselves with the fact that the decision places contractors 
at the mercy of the deciding officials even though their decisions may be perverse, 
captious, incompetent or palpably erroneous. This Office Is as deeply concerned, 
however, that the rule allows the contracting officials uncontrolled discretion 
over the Government's contractual affairs as well and places them in a position 
to make as arbitrary and reckless use of their power against the interests of 
the Government as against the interests of tlie contractor. In other words, de- 
ciding officials can make just as arbitrary determinations in favor of contractors 
at the expense of the taxpayers. 

Of perhaps more serious consequences is the Increasing tendency on the part 
of some executive contracting agencies to Include in Government contracts a 
provision specifying that all disputes, whether of law or fact, are to be finally 
nnd conclusively settle<l ndnilnlstratlvely, rather than by the accounting otlicers or 
the conrts. The validity of an "all dl.sputes" clause of that nature was uphold 
by the Supreme Court In the case of United fitntes v. Moorman (338 U. S. 457). 
Speaking of such provisions the Court stated that "No congressional enactment 
condemns their creation or enforcement" and that "If   parties competent to 
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decide for themselves are to be deprived of the privilege of making such antici- 
patory provisions for settiement of disputes, this deprivation should come from 
the legislative branch of the Government." Manifestly it is unwise to leave 
determiiintions of Questions of law to administrative otlicials. 

H. R. 1839 will have the effect of permitting review in the General Accounting 
Office or a court with respect to any decision of a contracting officer or head of 
on agency which is found to be fraudulent, grossly erroneous, so mistaken as 
necessarily to imply bad faith, or not supported by reliable, probative, and 
sul)stantial evidence. Also, it will put an end to the practice of including la 
Government contracts provisions authorizing questions of law to be linnlly 
decided administratively. Thus, the General Accounting Office will be In a 
better position to perform the functions delegated to it under the Budget and 
Accounting Act of 1921 (42 Stat. 24), and the Budget and Accounting Procedures 
Alt of lit.W (31 U. S. C. A. spc. 2, et seq.), namely, to examine and audit the 
financial transactions of the Government and settle and adjust all claims and 
accounts by and against the United States, or in which the United States is con- 
cerned. Also, the courts will be left free to grant corrective relief in proper 
cases. 

However, attention is invited to section 635 of the Department of Defense 
Appropriation Act, 1953 (06 Stat. 537), which provides as follows: 

"SEC. 635. No funds contained in this Act shall be used for the purpose of 
entering into contracts containing article 15 of the Standard Government Con- 
tract until and unless said article is revised and amended to provide an appeal 
by the contractor to the Court of Claims within ninety days of the date of deci- 
sion by the Department concerned, authority for which appeal is hereby granted." 

That section, in requiring that the contractor be given an unconditional right 
to appeal to the Court of Claims within 90 days of the date of decision by the 
department concerned, appears to conflict, to some extent, with the provisions 
of H. R. 1839. Hence, If the proposed legi.slation is to become law prior to June 
.SO, lims. the date when the iirovisions of section 6:{5 will automatically lapse. 
It is recommended that provision be made in the present bill for the repeal of 
said sertUin l)y adding a concluding parasraph thereto reading as follows: 

SKC. 3. Section 635 of the Department of Defense Appropriation Act, 1953 
(60 Stat. 537), is hereby repealed. 

For the foregoing reasons, this Office strongly recommends the enactment of 
the proposed legislation, amended as above. A report was made to the Committee 
on the Judiciary of the 82d Congress under date of April 21, 1952, B-10T871, on 
H. n. 6214, H. R. 6301, H. R. 03.38, and H. R. 6404, which were Introduced 
therein, involving similar legislation on this subject 

Sincerely yours, 
iJNDeAT C. WARBEN, 

Comptroller General of the United State*. 

COMPTKOI-IXB  GENERAI- OF THE  UNITED  STATES, 
Washington, December SO, 1953. 

Hon. CTIAUNCEY W. REED, 
Committee on the Judiciary, 

House of Representatives. 
My DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN : On June 8. 1053, the Senate passed S. 24, the com- 

panion bill to H. R. 1839, now pending in the House and under consideration 
liy your committee. Both bills are designed to i)ermit review by the General 
Accountinj Office and the courts of certain decisions of Government contracting 
officer.>j involving questions of fact arising under Government contracts and to 
prohibit the use of a contract provision making final, on a question of law, 
the decision of any administrative official, representative or board. 

As you know, there was considerable opposition to the bill from some quar- 
ters either on the basis (1) that legislation was not necessary or (2) that the 
General Accounting Office should not be given express authority by statute to 
review and overrule the determinations of administrative officials. 

With resi>ect to the first-mentioned basis of opposition there may be cited 
section 0.'}2 of the Department of Defense Appropriation Act, 1954, Public Law 
179, approved August 1, 19.53 (67 Stat. 356), which provides as follows: 

"No funds contained in this Act shall be used for the purpose of entering Into 
contracts containing article 15 of the Standard Government Contract until and 
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unless said article Is revised and amended to provide an appeal by the contractor 
to the Court of Claims within ninety days of the date of decision by the De- 
partment concerned, authority for which appeal Is hereby granted." 

This obviously Is insuflSdent to accomplish the purposes of S. 24 and H. B. 1839 
for three Important reasons. First, it is effective only during the current fiscal 
year and applies only to construction contracts financed out of that appropria- 
tion act. Second, It does not affect the authority of administrative officials 
to finally determine questions of law under contracts. And third, it provides 
for appeal only by the contractor and does not protect the Government where 
the administrative decision may be prejudicial to the Interests of the Government. 

As another basis for urging that legislation is not required it is stated that 
the matter may be corrected by administrative regulations or contract provisions. 
This Is an entirely unsatisfactory solution because those regulations or contract 
provisions could be changed, at will, by the authority which prescribes or pre- 
pares them. It should be noted that present regulations provide a one-way 
street—resort to the courts where the contractor is dissatisfied or adversely 
affected but not where the Government is prejudiced. Furthermore, they do 
not affect the authority of administrative officials to finally determine matters 
of law. 

With respect to the second mentioned basis of opposition to the pending bills 
It should be pointed out that the General Accounting Office has not asked for 
authority which it did not have before the decision in the Wunderllch case. This 
was made clear in the testimony of representatives of this Ofiice before the Senate 
subcommittee which held hearings on the somewhat similar bill S. 2487. In this 
connection see the committee report on S. 24 (S. Kept. 32) wherein it is stated: 

"The committee wishes to point out with respect to the language contained In 
the bill, 'In the General Accounting Office or a court, having jurisdiction,' that 
It Is not Intended to narrow or restrict or change in any way the present Juris- 
diction of the General Accounting Office, either In the course of a settlement or 
upon audit; that the language in question is not Intended either to change the 
jurisdiction of the General Accounting Office or to grant any new jurisdiction, 
but simply to recognize the jurisdiction which the General Accounting Office 
already has." 

That was and is precisely the position of the General Accounting Office. 
Since the end of the past session of Congress this Office has given the matter 

further consideration and the subject has been discussed with various admin- 
istrative officials and representatives of industry. As a result a substitute draft 
of a bill has been developed as follows: 
"AN ACT To permit review of decisions of tbe heads of departments, or tbelr representa- 

tives or boards, involving questious arlslns under Government contracts. 
"Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United Statet 

of America in Congress assembled. That no provision of any contract entered 
Into by the United States, relating to the finality or concluslveness of any decision 
of the head of any department or agency or his duly authorized representative or 
board in a dispute involving a question arising under such contract, shall be 
pleaded as limiting Judicial review of any such decision to cases where fraud by 
such official or his said representative or board Is alleged: Provided, however, 
that any such decision shall be final and conclusive unless the same Is fraudulent 
or capricious or arbitrary or so grossly erroneous as necessarily to Imply bad 
faith, or Is not supported by substantial evidence. 

"SEC. 2. No Government contract shall contain a provision making final on a 
question of law the decision of any administrative official, representative or 
board." 

We have reason to believe that should the Congress decide to enact legislation 
on this subject there would be no opposition to this substitute language by various 
representatives of industry groups, including The Associated General Contractors 
of America, Inc., the Aircraft Industries Association of America, Inc., and the 
Badlo-Electronlcs-Televlslon Manufacturers Association. And representatives of 
Interested administrative agencies have indicated to us that while they believe 
no legislation is necessary there probably would be little or no opposition to the 
particular language of this substitute draft. In my judgment this substitute 
language will accomplish what we have been striving for all along and wUl 
place the General Accounting Office In precisely the same situation It was in 
before the decisions In the Wunderlich and Moorman cases. 
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For the reasons Indicated above, and in the belief that there might be little 
difficulty in obtaining the enactment thereof, I strongly recommend that the 
draft bill quoted herein be substituted for S. 24 and H. R. 1839 and that action 
thereon be taken at an early date. Representatives of this Otflce will be avail- 
able to discuss the matter with you or members of your staff at any time should 
you so desire. 

Sincerely yours, 
LINDSAY WARREN, 

Comptroller General of the United States. 

COMPTBOLLER  GENEKAL  OF  THE  UNITED   STATES, 
Waghington, June 11, 1953. 

Hon. CHAUNCET W. REED, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 

House of Representatives. 
MY DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN : I see from the Congressional Record of June 8,1953, 

pages 0375-6, 6402, and 6406, that the Senate has passed S. 24, the companion 
bill to H. R. 1839, now pending in the House and under consideration by your 
committee, which is designed to permit review by the General Accounting Office 
and the courts of certain decisions of Government contracting officers Involving 
questions of fact arising under Government contracts. 

I consider the enactment of the legislation provided for in H. R. 1839 extremely 
Important for the reasons stated in my report to you dated March 2, 1953. And 
as indicated in the letter of May 13,1953, with particular reference to H. R. 3634, 
83d Congress, it is believed that, of the bills which have been introduced dealing 
with legislation on this general subject, H. R. 18.39 and S. 24 are the only bills 
which will adequately protect the interest of the Government, as well as con- 
tractors doing business with the Government. Now that the Senate has acted 
favorably on the companion bill S. 24, may I respectfully urge that you take such 
action as may be necessary to insure that the bill will be reported out In time 
for action to be taken in the House at this session. 

Representatives of this office will be glad to confer with you or your staff 
on this matter at your convenience. 

Sincerely yours, 
LINDSAY C. WARREN, 

Comptroller General of the United States. 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 
OnnoE OF THE DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENERAL, 

WashingtOfi, July $8, 195S. 
Hon. CHAUNCET W. REED. 

Chairman, Committee on the Judiciarj/, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR MB. CHAIRMAN : This communication is submitted In response to your 
request for the views of the Department of Justice relative to the bills H. R. 1839 
and S. 24, both "To i)ermit review of decisions of Government contracting officers 
involving questions of fact arising under Government contracts in cases other 
than those in which fraud Is alleged, and for other purposes." 

S. 24 was passed by the Senate on June 8, 19.53, and, as passed, contains 
language identical to II. R. 1839. These bills, in the view of this Department, 
would radically alter the legal elTect, first announced by the Supreme Court in 
1878, and in numerous cases thereafter up to and including its decision in United 
States V. Wunderlich (342 U. S. 98), to be given to contractual provisions incor- 
porated in Government contracts vesting arbitral powers to resolve disputes aris- 
ing under such contracts In a representative or representatives of one of the 
contracting parties. 

The most recent form which such contractual provisions have taken in Govern- 
ment contracts is exemplified by article 15 of the standard form Government con- 
struction contract which, with modifications not here pertinent, has been em- 
ployed almost universally in such contracts for almost 30 years. That article 
covers disputes arising between the contractor and the Government under the 
contract in question concerning questions of fact. It provides further that such 
questions shall be originally determined by the contracting officer but that his 
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decision shall be subject to written appeal by the contractor within 30 days to 
the head of the department concerned or his duly authorized representative whose 
decision of the dispute "shall be final and conclusive upon the parties thereto." 

The historical development of judicial construction of provisions such as 
those above summarized are more fully traced In statements made by retire- 
sentatives of the Department of Justice in hearings l)efore a subcommittee 
of the Senate Committee on the Judiciary (82d Cong., 2d sess.) on S. 2487. We 
respectfully refer the committee to such statements (see print (APO 1952) of 
her*in^'s on S. 2487, pp. 13-21, 110-113) for the reasons which may be advanced 
for continuing without legislative impairment the effectiveness of such provislona 
at least insofar as they are incorporated in contracts now in existence. 

The apparent elTect of enactment of either S. 24 or H. R. 18."i9 would be to 
divest from the decision of the head of the department concerned, which is 
rendered in response to an appeal by a contractor under article 15, that degree 
of finality and conclusiveness now afforded it under the terms of the article and 
the decisions of the Supreme Court. Under existing law such a decision is final 
and conclusive unless the contractor is able to allege and prove in a court of 
competent Jurisdiction that the decision was the result of fraud or was so 
grossly erroneous as necessarily to imply bad faith. See, e. g., Kililherg v. 
United Btates (97 U. S. 398-401 (1878)): MartingburQ d Potomac R. R. Co. 
V. March (114 V. S. 549, 553 (1884)) : RipJey v. Vnited States (223 U. S. 701 
(1012)) ; Vnited States v. Moorman (3.'?8 U. S. 457-401 (1950)) ; Vnited States 
V. Wunderlich (342 U. S. 08 (1051)). S. 24, upon enactment could, however, 
be construed as providing for a nearly de novo review in the Court of Claims (or 
in a district court where the amount in controversy does not exceed JIO.OOO) of 
the decision of the "head of the department concerned." See pp. 2-3 of the 
Senate Committee Report on S. 24 (S. Rept. No. 32, 83d Cong., 1st sess.). 

Such a construction would rob article 15 and iilte existing contractural agree- 
ments of their manifest purpose which is to provide a relatively speedy 
and inexpensive method of equitably resolving the numerous technical, factual 
disputes which almost Inevitably arise in the performance of contracts of 
considerable magnitude. In weighing the merit of this proposed legislation, 
therefore, we believe that the committee must give consideration to the fact 
that either bill. If enacted, will in effect constitute an open invitation to further 
expensive, time-consuming litigation. It also remains an open question in the 
light of the heavy additional expense entailed and the concomitant utilization 
of the time of Government experts and attorneys, whether the Court of Claims 
is In a relatively better position to resolve such factual disputes than, for 
instance, such specialized, expert bodies as the former War Department Board 
of Contract Appeals. See quoted material appearing at page 15 of the hearings 
on S. 2487. 

Despite the persistence of these questions first raised in connection with 
S. 2487 of the 82d Congress, we desire to point out that S. 24 and H. R. 1839 
differ significantly from the former bill in one respect. Under the present bills, 
certain Jurisdiction is vested in the General Accounting Office, whereas former 
S. 2487 did not make mention of that Agency. This additional provision calls 
for a revision of certain of the remarks made at the hearings last year. 

It was there pointed out that a broadening of the scope of review permitted the 
Court of Claims under the Wunderlich and prior decisions would leave available 
to the contractor at least three successive authorities to pass on a disputed 
question of fact arising under the terms of article 15 of the standard Govern- 
ment form contract—1. e., the contracting officer, the head of the agency con- 
cerned, and, to a far broader extent than heretofore, the Court of Claims. 

In contrast, however, to these numerous appeal rights the Government would 
have apparently been bound by the terms of article 15 to accept the ruling of the 
contracting officer without further recourse because that article provides that 
the decision of the contracting officer shall be final and conclusive unless "a 
written appeal [is filed] by the contractor within 30 days to the head of the 
Department concerned • • •". That the General Accounting Office cannot 
presently, under such a contractual provision, overrule a decision of the con- 
tracting officer is suggested in the following cases: Leeds rf Northrup Co. v. 
Vnited States (101 F. Supp. 999 (E. D. Pa. 1951)) ; Graham v. United States (91 
F. Supp. 715 (N. D. Cal. 19.50)) ; McShain d Co. v. United States (83 C. Cl. 405 
(19.36)) : United States v. Mason and Hanger Co. (260 U. S. 323 (1922)). 

The bills under discussion, if enacted In their present form, are, however, 
apparently designed to vest in the General Accounting Office powers of review 
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over decisions made within the purview of article 15 which, as shown, are 
probably nonexistent under article 15 as presently interpreted. If, therefore, 
the present state of the law In respect of finality clauses is to be changed, the 
provision relating to the General Accounting Office will afford some degree of 
balance. By virtue of this provision the Government may be afforded a modicum 
of protection, heretofore lacking, against decisions of contracting officers which 
are unduly favorable to contractors or are entered into in collusion with such 
contractors. Such decisions, of course, would not under the present scheme be 
appealed by contractors and hence might stand without further scrutiny. 

AVhether, upon passage of either of these bills, the General Accounting Office 
would then be faced with the problem of reviewing all of the decisions of a 
contracting officer concerning disputed questions of fact which may have arisen, 
for Instance, during the performance of a large construction contract, is a 
question this Department cannot answer. If so, the cost of the operation might 
equal or even exceed the additional litigation expenses which will ensue by 
reason of tlie broadened scope of court review proposed in S. 24 or H. R. 1839. 
As stated, article 15 represents, of course, an attempt to curtail expensive and 
time-consuming litigation. By Its inclusion as a contractual clause, the Govern- 
ment abandoned any right of appeal from the contracting officer's decision in 
return for the contractor's agreement that, absent fraud or gross error neces- 
sarily inplying fraud, It would be bound by the results of a bona flde, good faith 
review by the head of the department concerned. 

We are advised that article 15 has been incorporated In many existing but 
as yet Incompletely performed Government contracts. The Department of 
Justice is opposed to the impairment of the Government's contractual rights as so 
established. It would not, however, have objection to legislation which would 
forbid the further Incorporation of article 15 provisions in future contracts. 
If, however, the presently proposed legislation is to be enacted, we believe that 
retention of the provisions respecting the Comptroller General is most advisable. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there Is no objection to the 
submission of this report. 

Sincerely, 
WILLIAM P. ROGERS, 

Deputy Attorney Oeneral. 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETART OP DEFENSE, 
Washington 25, D. C, April 28,195S. 

Hon. CHAUNCEY W. REED, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 

Bouse of Representatives. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN : This will reply to your recent request for the views of the 

Department of Defense with respect to H. R. 3634, a bill to amend title 28 of the 
United States Code so as to provide for a limited judicial review of decisions of 
Federal officers under "finality clauses" in Government contracts. 

H. R. 3634 would apply to cases before the Court of Claims or a district court 
founded upon contracts with the United States which contain a provision making 
the administrative decision of a Federal officer final and conclusive with respect 
to disputed questions of fact. The bill would provide that the courts may decide 
such cases without regard to the finality of those administrative decisions which 
It finds were founded on fraud, or involved such gross mistake as neces-snrily 
Implied bad faith or were arbitrary or capricious. The bill would not apply to 
administrative decisions which became final more than 1 year prior to date of 
enactment. 

As set forth In a letter to your committee dated February 21,1953, commenting 
upon H. R. 1839 which also deals with the matter of "disputes clauses" In Gov- 
ernment contracts, the Department of Defense does not believe that legislation 
relating to such clauses Is necessary to provide fair and expeditious settlement 
of factual disputes arising under Government contracts. That letter reviewed 
comprehensively the history of the utilization of "disputes clauses" In Govern- 
ment contracts, the problem which arose as a result of the Supreme Court deci- 
sion In the Wunderllch case, and set forth in detail the reasons why this Depart- 
ment feels that no legislation in this area is required. Accordingly, it is not 
deemed appropriate here to repeat such detailed material. This Department 
believes that the amendment of September 15, 1952, to the Armed Services Pro- 
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curement Regulations has eliminated the problem which stemmed from the 
Wunderlich decision. In the 7 months that this revised clause has been in effect, 
Insofar as we have been able to ascertain, it has proved eminently satisfactory 
from the standpoint of both the Government and its contractors. 

Under the law now existing, all Government agencies can easily adapt their 
disputes clauses to the varying and shifting needs of the Government and Its con- 
tractors as circumstances may dictate, and It is believed that such flexibility is 
advantageous to both the Government and the contractors. 

If the Congress should nevertheless conclude that limitations upon the finality 
of decisions under such disputes clauses should he spelled out in legislation. It Is 
resi)ectfully submitted that the grounds for review of such decisions by a court 
of competent jurisdiction should be as set forth in the earlier referred to amend- 
ment to the Armed Services Procurement Regulations issued by this Department 
on September 15, 1052. Considered In this light H. R. 3634 would not be objec- 
tionable since it would, in substance, restate the grounds for appeal from disputes 
clauses which prevailed prior to the Wunderlich decision and which apply under 
the revised Armed Services Procurement Regulations. 

In view of the urgency of your request, this report has not been submitted to 
the Bureau of the Budget for advice as to the relationship of H. R. 3634 to the 
program of the President. 

Sincerely yours, 
RooEB KENT, General Counsel. 

COMPTEOLLEK GENERAL OF THE UNrTED STATES, 
Washington, D. C, May 13,1953. 

Hon. CHAUNCET W. REED, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 

House of Representatives. 
MY DEAB MR. CHAIKMAN : Reference Is made to your letter of April 10,1953, 

acltnowledged b.v telephone April 13, requesting an expression of the views of 
this office on H. R. 3634, 83d Congress, entitled "A bill to amend title 28 of the 
United States Code so as to provide for a limited judicial review of decisions 
of Kederal officers under 'finality clauses' In Government contracts." 

The bill Is designed to permit review in the Court of Claims, or any district 
court, of decisions of administrative officers relating to questions of fact made 
pursuant to finality clauses in Government contracts in cases where It is deter- 
mined that the decision was "founded on fraud, or involved such gross mistake 
as necessarily Implied bad faith, or was arbitrary or capricious." It is iden- 
tical with a bill of the 82d Congress, H. R. 6214, on which this office submitted 
a report to the former chairman of the House Judiciary Committee on April 
21, 1952. A copy of such report is furnished herewith for your convenience. 
As indicated therein, this office considers a bill such as H. R. 6214 and H. R. 
3634 Inadequate and objectionable because no provision is made therein for a 
review of decisions of administrative officers by the General Accounting Office. 
Without a provision to that efTect, the General Accounting Office, in perform- 
ing its statutory functions, would be precluded from questioning the propriety 
or legality of payments made to a contractor as the result of an arbitrary or 
grossly erroneous decision on the part of tlie contracting officer. In contrast, 
if provisions similar to those contained In H. R. 1839, 83d Congress, on which 
this office submitted a report to you March 2, 1953, and in S. 24, 83d Congress, 
referred to therein, are enacted into law, not only would a contractor be pro- 
tected against fraudulent, arbitrary or capricious action, but the Government, 
through the General Accounting Office, would be protected agtainst decisions 
adverse to the interest of the United States. It is believed that the public 
Interest requires that the rights of contractors and the Government to review or 
appeal should be coextensive. 

Furthermore, H. R. 3634, unlike the other bills, contains no prohibition against 
the Insertion In Government contracts of clauses authorizing questions of law 
to be finally decided administratively.    For the reasons indicated in the re- 
ferred-to report of March 2, 1953, this office considers such a provision essentlaL 

Sincerely yours, 
LINDSAY C. WARREN, 

Comptroller General of the United States. 
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ColfFTBOU.ER  GENEB\L OF THE  UNITED  STATES, 
Waahington 25, D. O., April 21, 1952. 

Son. EMANTTEL CELLER. 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, Bouse of Representatives. 

MY DEAB MR. CHAIBMAN : Further reference is made to your letters of 
March 21,1952, acknowledged by telephone March 26, requesting an expression of 
my views on H. R. 6214. H. R. 6301, H. R. 6338, and H. R. 6404, 82d Congress. 

Each of the bills is designed to permit judicial review of decisions of admin- 
istrative oflBcers made pursuant to so-called finality clauses in Government 
rontraots in cases where the decision Is found to be either arbitrary, capricious, 

•or grossly erroneous. The subject of finality of administrative and depart- 
mental decisions under Government contracts is of vital Importance to the 
General Accounting Office, particularly insofar as it tends to limit the Jurisdic- 
tion of this Office and of the Courts. 

The Budget and Accounting Act, 1921 (42 Stat. 24), and the Budget and 
Accounting Procedures Act of lO.W (Public Law 784) approved September 12, 
1950, vest authority in the Comptroller General of the United States, as the 
agent of the Congress, to examine and audit the financial transactions of the Gov- 
ernment. By section 305 of the earlier act, Congress provided that claims by 
and against the United States and all accounts whatever in which the Govern- 
ment of the United States is concerned shall be settled and adjusted in the 

•General Accounting Ofiflce. 
It has generally be regarded, by force of the terms of these statutes, that 

payments made by public ofllcers in the transaction of the Government's busi- 
ness were subject to a determination by the General Accounting Office, as to 
the legal propriety thereof—that such payments were not final until settled 
by the General Accounting Office. Accordingly, in transactions involving an 
expenditure of public funds the General Accounting Office has determined the 
actual conditions underlying the terms of any contractual agreement and If, 
npon the facts developed. It appeared that a contractor had been unjustly 
enriched at the public expense, the General Accounting OfiSce would take the 
necessary action to recover any amount overpaid. By the same token, a con- 
tractor who felt he was entitled to an additional amount under a contract 
could present a claim to the General Accounting Office for settlement, irrespec- 
tive of the administrative action taken In the matter. This authortly must 
exist consistent with the directions in section 305 of the act, supra, that all 
accounts and claims shall be adjusted and settled In the General Accounting 
Office. This Is precisely the same authority heretofore exercised by the courts 
and, of course, contractors have a right of appeal to the courts from the deter- 
minations of the General Accounting Office. 

Broadly speaking, questions arising out of Government contracts are of two 
tyi)e8, (o) those of fact, and (6) those of law. Not Infrequently however, dis- 
putes arise Involving mixed questions of law and fact. It has been customary In 
Government contracts to provide that all disputes concerning questions of fact 
arising under the contract shall be decided by the contracting officer whose 
decision shall be final and conclusive between the parties subject to the right 
of the contractor to appeal to the head of the agency concerned within a limited 
period of time. The usual provision is that contained in article 15 of the standard 
form Government contract, as follows: 

Article 15. Disputes.—Except as otherwise specifically provided In this con- 
tract, all disputes concerning questions of fact arising under this contract shall 
he decided by the contracting officer subject to written appeal by the contractor 
within 30 days to the head of the department concerned or his duly authorized 
representative, whose decision shall lie final and conclusive upon the parties 
thereto. In the meantime the contractor shall diligently proceed with the work 
as directed. 

In the past, questions of fact so decided were not disturbed by the General 
Accounting Office or the courts unless the action of the administrative officer 
was fraudulent, arbitrary, capricious, grossly erroneous, or without foundation 
In fact. Administrative finality on questions of fact can be a useful device 
leading to the reasonably satisfactory settlement of many contractual contro- 
versies. The majority of questions so determined concern quantity and quality 
of materials delivered, whether the work performed meets the specifications, 
causes of delay in performance, and like matters of fact. Solution thereof In 
many cases depends on highly specialized, technical, or professional knowledge 
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or skill. On tbat basis, final determinations of such matters, reasonably and 
honestly arrived at by the department making the contract, generally >Yere not 
questioned by the General Accounting Office or the courts. 

However, in the recent case of United States v. Wunderlich (342 U. S. 98) 
decided November 26, 1951, the Supreme Court held that under such contract 
provision the decision of the deciding official on a question of fact remains final 
"unless it was founded on fraud, alleged and proved." In this regard the Court 
stated that "fraud Is in essence the exception. By fraud we mean conscious 
•wrongdoing, an intention to cheat or be dishonest. The decision of the depart- 
ment head, absent fraudulent conduct, must stand under the plain meaning of 
the contract." The Court went on to say that "If the conclusiveness of the 
findings under article 15 is to be set aside for fraud, fraud should be alleged 
and proved, as it is never presumed. • • *. The findings of the Court of Claims 
was that the decision of the department head was 'arbitrary,' 'capricious,' and 
'grossly erroneous.' But these words are not the equivalent of fraud • • •. 
The limitation upon this arbitral process is fraud, placed there by this Court." 
It is significant that the Court went further to state, possibly as an invitation 
but certainly as indicating a remedy, that "If the standard of fraud that we 
adhere to is too limited, that is a matter for Congress." In two strong dl»- 
senting opinions it was pointed out that the rule announced by the Court has 
wide application and could have a devastating effect as it grants unlimited 
power to contracting officials and makes it possible for them to be negligent, 
to disregard evidence, and to shield their departments from the consequences 
of their own irregularities or blunders at the expen.se of the contractor. Those 
opinions concern themselves with the fact that the decision places contractors 
at the mercy of the deciding officials even though their decisions may be perverse, 
captious, incompetent, or palpably erroneous. I am as deeply concerned, how- 
ever, that the rule allows the contracting officials uncontrolled discretion over the 
Government's contractual affairs as well and places them in a position to make 
as arbitrary and reckless use of their power against the interests of the Gov- 
ernment as against the interests of the contractor. In other words, deciding 
officials can make just as arbitrary determinations in favor of contractors, at 
the expense of the taxpayers. 

Of perhaps more serious consequence, however. Is the Increasing tendency 
on the part of some executive contracting agencies to include in Government 
contracts a provision specifying that all disputes, whether of law or fact, are 
to be finally and conclusively settled administratively, rather than by the ac- 
counting officers or the coiirts. The validity of an all-disputes clause of that 
nature was upheld by the Supreme Court in the case of United States v. Moorman 
(338 U. S. 457). Speaking of such provisions the Court stated that "No con- 
gressional enactment condemns their creation or enforcement" but that "If 
parties competent to decide for themselves are to be deprived of the privilege 
of making such anticipatory provisions for settlement of disputes, this depriva- 
tion should come from the legislative branch of Government." But again, as 
was the case with the "disputed questions of fact" provision, prior to the decision 
of the Supreme Court In the Wunderlich case, supra, the courts had been under- 
stood to have qualified the all-disputes provisions by requlrine that the admin- 
istrative decision. In order to be conclusive, must be made In good faith and not 
be arbitrary or capricious. 

Applying the rationale of the Supreme Cx)urt's decisions In the Wunderlich 
and Moorman cases, supra, it appears that the contracting asendes without 
specific lecislation authorizing them to do so, ma.v. by acreeinent with the con- 
tractor, circumvent the operations of courts and the General Accounting Office 
to the serious detriment of both private biisiness and the Government. T'^na, 
the rule now made clear by the Supreme Court could result not only In depriv- 
ing the Congress of the normal safetniards inherent In an audit bv the General 
Accotintlng Office of public expenditures but also could preclude contractors 
of their nsual remedy to pursue claims before the General Accounting Office. 
Manifestly, this unique position now enjoyed by the contracting affencies la 
contrary to the established policies of our Government and represents an nn- 
warranted encroachment upon the control bv the Contrress over public ex- 
penditures. It is imppnitlve. considering the billions of dollars now being snent 
under contracts, that there be enacted leri.slntion limiting this final authority 
the contractine aeencies have taken upon themselves by the use of "finality 
clauses" In contracts. 
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Since it has been the policy of our system of Government to afford an In- 
dependent review of administrative expenditures by the accounting officers, I 
Btroii^ly recommend that tlie Consrress enact legislation limiting the final au- 
thority of contrnctliit; oflicials to decisions on questions of fact, suiiject, how- 
ever, to review by the General Accountini: Office or the courts in eases where 
the decision is found to be fraudulent, arbitrary, grossly erroneous, or not sup- 
jwrtod liy the facts. 

liach of tlie subject bills, as introduced, is considered by this Office as In- 
nddiunte iiml Is ohji'ctlcuiiilile l«'cnuse no provisinn is made therein for a review 
of decisions of administrative officers by the Government, through the General 
Accounting Office. Without a provision to that effect the General Accounting 
OtHce ill perfdi-miiig its stiitntnry f'lni tioiis would i)e (irecliided from (]ues(- 
tioning the propriety or legality of payments made to a contractor as tiie result 
of ail arliitrar.v or grossly erroneous decision on the part of the contracting 
officer. I-'urthermore, It is tlie view of the General Accounting Office that any 
legislation concerning the matter sliouid contain language prohibiting the con- 
tracting agencies from Including a clause in a contract purporting to make the 
decision of the administrative officers final and conclusive on questions of law. 
Also, with the exception of H. It. fi214 and H. R. G301. it Is not clear whether 
the bills are intended to he effective with respect to current contracts or only 
to those contracts executed after the enactment of the legislation. In that con- 
nection H. R. (1301 would be effective os to contracts entered into on or before 
Noveiiilier 2('i, IQ.'il, subject to certain liiiiitations specified therein, and as to con- 
tracts entered into after enactment of the proposed legislation. There is 
however, no provision made therein as to its applicability to those contracts 
entered into between November 26, 1051, and the date of the enactment of the 
bill. Consequentl.v, it appears that If the bill is to be favorably considered It 
sliould be amended so as to lie applicalile to those contracts. 

Bill n. It. 6404 is apparently intended solely as an amendment to section 10 
of the Administrntive Procedure Act (00 Stat. 237). However, the hill as pres- 
ently drafted might be viewed as repealing the remaining sections of that act. 

It is understood that one of the witnesses who apiieared on behalf of certain 
private contractors liefore n sulicommlttee of the Senate Committee on the 
Judiciary, in connection with a hearing on S. 2487 on the same subject, has 
snbmltted two proposals containing language as follows: 

PBOPOSAL NO.  1 

"That in any suit based npon any contract heretofore entered into by the 
United States, the United States shall not employ as a defense the finality of 
the decision of any officer, board or other representative of the executive branch 
of the United States on any disputed question arising under the contract. 

"SEC. 2. No contract hereafter entered Into Iiy the United States shall contain, 
nor shall the Jurisdiction of the United States Court of Claims (or of the United 
States district courts within the limits presently prescribed) to hear, deter- 
mine, and enter Judgment upon any claims arising out of such a contract be 
restricted by, any provision making the decision of any officer, board or other 
representative of the executive branch of the United States final and conclusive 
npon disputed questions arising uniler the contract. 

"SEC. 3. The authority of the (Comptroller General of the United States to 
pass upon the valldty of an expenditure of public funds or to settle and adjust 
a claim by or against the United States shall not be impaired by any provision 
of a contract with the United States." 

pnoposAL wo. 2 

"That If In any suit against the United States based npon any contract here- 
tofore entered Into by the United States It shall be established that the decision 
of any officer, board or other representative of the executive branch of the United 
States on any disputed question arising under the contract was arbitrary, or 
capricious, or grossly erroneous, or not supported by substantial evidence, the 
United States shall not ovull Itself of the defense of the finality of such 
decision. 

"SEC. 2. No contract hereafter entered into bv the United States shall con- 
tain any provision making final on a question of law the decision of any officer, 
board or other representative of the executive branch of the United States, and 
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«very such contract which may contain any provision malting the decision ol 
any such officer, board or other representative final upon disputed questions of 
fact shall contain a qualifying provision that such decision shall not be final if 
It is fraudulent, or arbitrary, or capricious, or grossly erroneous, or is not sup- 
ported by substantial evidence. 

"SEO. 3. The autliority of the Comptroller General of the United States to pass 
upon the validity of an expenditure of public funds or to settle and adjust a 
<;Iaim by or against the United States shall not be impaired by any provision of 
a contract with the United States." 

This Ofllce has no particular objection to either of these proposals however, 
the first paragraph of both proposals relates to current or prior contracts and 
Is for the benefit of contractors only. In other worils, while the Government 
would lie precluded from employing the finality of the administrative decision 
as a defense to a suit, the contractors would be free to utilize such defense should 
the accounting officers of the Government attempt to question the validity of a 
payment made to a contractor as the result of an arbitrary, capricious, or grossly 
erroneous decision. Furthermore, if the first paragraph were amended to also 
preclude the contractors from asserting as a defense the finality of the ad- 
ministrative decision, some question might be raised, perhaps with considerable 
merit, as to the constitutionaiity of enacting legislation of that character on 
the ground that it would Impair the obligations of contracts or divest vested 
rights of the contractors. It thus would appear preferable to eliminate the first 
paragraph of the proposals or as an alternative method, the Congress might 
prefer to enact legislation requiring the departments to eliminate the "disputes 
danse" from contracts upon application by the contractors. 

The General Accounting Office recommended to the Senate Committee on the 
Judiciary, in connection with S. 2487, that there be enacted a bill providing 
substantially as follows: 

"No Government contract shall contain a provision making final on a question 
of law the decision of an administrative official, representative or board, Any 
stipulation in a Government contract to the effect that disputed questions shall 
be finally determined by an administrative official, representative or board shall 
not be treated as binding if the General Accounting Office or a court finfls that 
the action of such officer, representative or board is either fraudulent, arbitrary, 

•capricious, grossly erroneous, or that it is not supported by substantial evidence." 
The General Accounting Office has no particular preference as to the language 

to be employed so long as the purposes indicated herein are accomplished. As 
to the two suggestions mentioned herein, designated as proposals Nos. 1 and 2, 
it Is believed proposal No. 1 is preferable, subject to the comments made thereon. 
It Is imperative, however, If the interests of contractors and the Government are 
to be adequately and fairly protected that legislation be enacted along the lines 
of those proposals, rather than the bills mentioned in the first paragraiih hereof. 

Sincerely yours, 
I/INDSAT C.  W.\RKEN, 

Comptroller General, of the United States. 

(The following communication was received subsequent to the pub- 
lic hearings) 

THE SECBETART OF COMMF.RCE, 
Washington, January 28, 195i. 

Hon. CHAUNCEY W. BEED. 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 

House 0/ Representatives, Washington, D. C. 
DEAR MR. CHAIBMAN: This letter is In reply to your request of September 

10,1953, for the views of this Department with respect to S. 24, an act to permit 
review of decisions of Gevornment contracting officers involving questions of 
fact arising under Government contracts In cases other than tliose in which 
fraud is alleged, and for other purposes. 

The act would have the effect of overturning the decision of the Supreme 
Court in United States v. Wunderlich (.342 U. S. 98), In which it was held that 
the so-called "finality clause" usually Included in Government contracts limited 
Judicial review of determinations of the head of the contracting agency under 
such contracts to cases Involving actual and proven fraud. S. 24 wouid allow 
review by courts of competent Jurisdiction or the General Accounting Office of 
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the decision of the head of the agency If the decision is determined by the court 
or GAO to have been fraudulent, grossly erroneous, so mistaken as necessarily 
to imply bad faith, or not supported by reliable, probative, and substantial evi- 
dence. 

Th's Department is of the opinion that the limitation of review prescribed 
by the Wunderlich case is so narrow as to be capable of effecting substantial In- 
justices in individual cases, since all persons reviewing the case or claim are 
in the employ of the Government and, although actual fraud is not likely, arbi- 
trary or capricious action may result from overzealous attempts to protect 
the Government's Interests, to further the particular program, or otherwise. 
The Government might be the real beneficiary if the possibility of such injustices 
were eliminated, since bids might reflect a reduced reserve for this contingency. 
The Department therefore supports appropriate legislation to overturn the 
Wunderlich case. 

However, S. 24 raises several questions which we wish to Indicate as possible 
areas for consideration by your committee.   These questions are as follows: 

1. Should review be limited to questions of law, or should questions of mixed 
law and fact and questions of fact be reviewable? 

2. Should review be limited to the courts or should GAO also have a right of 
review'! 

3. Should the Government have the right to seek review or should the con- 
tractor alone have the right to seek review? 

4. Should the retroactive effect of such a statute be limited? 
5. Should a time limit be specified within which the decision of the contracting 

agency must be appealed if review is to be had? 
6. Should the standard "not supported by reliable, probative, and substantial 

evidence" be changed to "arbitrary or capricious"? 
7. Could the matter l)est be solved by providing that a Government contract, 

either with or without a finality clause, shall be subject to arbitration under 
title IX of the United States Code If requested by either party? In this connec- 
tion, we wish to point out that speedy and final settlement of disputes under 
Government contracts is of great Importance to both Government and industry. 
The Department believes that these questions all are of sufficient merit to war- 
rant consideration by your committee, although the exact method of dealing with 
these problems is one of policy for the Congress to decide. We suggest, however, 
that the Department of Justice, the General Accounting Office, and perhaps the 
Department of Defense and the General Services Administration, the largest con- 
tracting agencies in the Government, might be able to afford your committee 
some assistance with respect to the solution of tliese problems. 

In an effort to bring to your committee as complete information as possible 
on this matter, the Department has undertaken to secure the views of industry 
with respect to this matter. Although industry appears to be overwhelmingly 
In favor of legislation to overturn the Wunderlich case, we have not been able 
to secure sufficient information with respect to the attitude of industry on the 
individual questions raised above to provide your committee with the views of 
industry in this regard or to enable us to select a procedure most appropriate 
for the purpose. 

We have been advised by the Bureau of the Budget that It would interpose no 
objection to the submission of this letter. 

If we can be of further assistance in this matter, please call on us. 
Sincerely yours, 

SlNCLAIB   WEEKS, 
Secretary of Commerce. 

Mr. FoLET. And will the chairman leave the record open, up to and 
including February 4, for any corrections the witnesses may make and 
for testimony up to and including the 4th of February that may be 
received ? 

The CHAIRMAN. SO ordered. 
Mr. FoLET. Thank you. 
The CHAIRMAN. We will adjourn. 
(Whereupon, at 2:50 p. m., Friday, January 22, 1954, the subcom- 

mittee was adjourned.) 
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